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Overissuances occur when food stamps are provided to ineligible
households or when eligible households receive food stamp
allotments that are greater than the amount allowed under
program regulations. When an agency determines that a household
has received food stamps to which it is not entitled, the state
is mandated by law and regulations to establish a claim against
and to collect the overissuance from that household. Within the
constraints of the law and regulations, states have considerable
discretion in how they operate and administer the claims
collection process. Little systematic information exists,
however, on the policies and procedures adopted by states or on
the states' effectiveness at the collection of claims.

Accordingly, the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture has sponsored research to learn more
about this aspect of the Food Stamp Program. Claims collection
is one of six topics covered in a study of Food Stamp Program
operations, being carried out by Mathematica Policy Research,
Inc., and its subcontractors, Abt Associates, Inc., and the
Urban Institute.

The first phase of the study entailed interviews with food stamp
personnel in the 50 states, plus the District of Columbia, Guam,
and the Virgin Islands. Questions in the claims collection
component of the interviews covered the organization and admini-
stration of the claims collection process; the extent to which
the claims process is automated; the policies and procedures
involved in identifying overissuances, establishing and
collecting claims, and suspending and terminating delinquent
claims; and some tentative measures of the effectiveness of the
claims collection process.

This report describes the claims collection processes of the
states. Findings are summarized below for each major topic

areae.

The majority of states have mixed levels of state, district,

and local responsibility for operating the claims collec-

tion process; however, after a claim has been established,
activities become increasingly centralized at the state level.
In addition, specialized staff are involved in the claims
processes of all of the states, although the exact nature of the
staff and the functions which they perform are quite diverse.

In some states, the specialized staff simply help the caseworker
investigate and establish the claim, while in other states the
specialized staff are organized into special units and assume
full responsibility for the entire claims collection process
following the referral of the overissuance.

ix
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The claims collection process, unlike other operational areas of
the Food Stamp Program, may involve a number of local, district,
and state agencies. Consequently, a variety of managerial
methods and techniques for monitoring the progress of individual
cases may be necessary for administering the claims collection
process effectively. Forty-two states use routine summary
reports to assess how well the claims collection process is
working and/or as a means of communicating between the various
units involved in the claims process. Routine status reports on
individual overissuances or claims cases are a less frequently
used managerial tool, as are time limits to control the period
required to investigate, establish, and collect on a claim.

Most states have instituted systems for tracking overissuances
and claims and systems for signalling workers when claims cases
require further attention, although relatively few of the states
incorporate information on the age of the overissuances or
claims in their systems. The ability to "age'" overissuances and
claims is a useful function because it helps ensure the
timeliness of the actions required at each stage of the claims
collection process.

Automation While the majority of the states have instituted automated claims
collection processes, the extent to which they provide support
to the claims process varies considerably. Most of the auto-
mated claims systems include a history of the household's
payments on the claim, while only about one-half of the systems
maintain a history of the dates of all actions taken on
overissuances and/or claims. Few of the systems are capable of
calculating the amount of the overissuance itself. However, the
majority of the automated systems routinely calculate the amount
of the recoupment and deduct that amount from the household's
food stamp issuance. Approximately one-half of the systems have
the capacity to generate demand letters automatically at the
appropriate time intervals.

Policies In the first stage of the claims collection process—-the
and identification of the overissuance-—states reported using
Procedures a wide array of detection methods. Among the approaches

frequently perceived as the most effective are: computer
matches of wages and unearned income, recertification reviews,
Quality Control reviews, and conflicting information provided by
the client.

Investigating the identified overissuances frequently entails
using specialized staff, particularly to investigate suspected
fraud. In general, states appear to expend more resources on
investigating and pursuing suspected fraud cases than nonfraud
cases. The following reasons were cited for emphasizing fraud
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claims over nonfraud claims: (1) the necessity of protecting
the integrity of the program, (2) financial incentives
established by FNS, and (3) the higher dollar amount involved in
most fraud claims.

0f the four methods available for establishing fraud claims—--
prosecution, disqualification consent agreements (DCAs),
administrative disqualification hearings (ADHs), and waivers of
hearing--only prosecution is used in all states. DCAs and
waivers of hearing are not used in 8 and 9 states, respec—
tively. The ADHs and waivers of hearing are the preferred
methods among most of the states for establishing fraud claims.

The establishment stage of the claims collection process
typically involves a shift in the type of staff involved in
claims activities. First, fraud claims that are referred for
prosecution and are established through the courts often move to
agencies outside the control of the Food Stamp Agency (FSA).
Second, as we have stated, the claims collection process is
increasingly centralized at the state level after a claim has
been established. Finally, in many states, a shift has been
evident toward using specialized staff to collect payments on
the claim.

Collecting claims payments from households which are no longer
participating in the Food Stamp Program or which have been
issued overpayments due to agency error is generally more
difficult, since recoupment is not a possible means of
collection.l/ Thirty-seven states currently use some type of
alternative collection technique, most frequently wage
garnishment, tax refund intercepts, small claims court, and
property liens, to collect on claims against households that
have failed to respond to other collection efforts. Although in
most states these alternative collection methods are seldom
used, several states reported that the threat of their use is
often an effective method for generating claims payments.

The suspension and termination of claims are relatively low
priority functions within the state FSAs, and, consequently,
many states have large backlogs of delinquent claims which are

i/Claims due to agency error can be collected through recoupment
only 1f the client agrees to that type of repayment.

xi
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eligible for suspension and suspended claims which are eligible
for termination. Staff shortages and the lack of resources were
frequently cited reasons for not maintaining an accurate
accounting of the collectible claims that are outstanding.

The quantitative assessment of the effectiveness of

the claims collection process requires information on

the flow of cases through the claims process. Since the
necessary information is not maintained by the state FSAs,
professional estimates and administrative data from the Form
FNS-209 are used to construct a tentative profile of effective-
ness. Because both the professional estimates and
administrative data suffer from severe problems, the measures of
the effectiveness of the claims collection process are
considered only rough indicators. Given the poor quality of the
effectiveness data, it is not surprising that a close
relationship does not appear to exist between any of the
characteristics of the claims collection processes and the
measures of the effectiveness of claims collection. However,
the measures of effectiveness would appear to suggest that the
claims collection process can substantially be improved.
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interest to FNS. Other questions, identified at the outset of
the FSPOS, included the following:

o What are the costs of the different claims collection
systems?

- What are the costs of identifying overissuances,
establishing claims, and making collections?

- What is the relationship between the approach to claims
collection and the cost of claims collection activities?

- How do the costs of the claims collection effort vary with

the characteristics of the households with overissuances
and claims?

o How effective are the different claims collection systems?

- How effective is each stage of the claims collection
process (identification, establishment, and recovery) in
dealing with the potential or actual claims cases from the
preceding stage?

- How effective are claims suspension and termination
practices, and what conventions should states follow in
suspending or terminating the pursuit of collections?

— How does the effectiveness of the claims collection process
vary with the characteristics of the households with
overissuances and claims?

o Given the impact of different approaches to the claims
process on costs and effectiveness, what claims collection
approaches are most cost—effective?

" "

o What approaches are used to
claims collection activities?

age" claims and prioritize

All of these questions were deferred to the intensive assessment
stage of the FSPOS. Based on a review of the data commonly
complled and reported by state and local FSAs, and in view of
the data collection constraints inherent in telephone
interviewing, it was concluded during the census design period
that the census and survey data collection efforts would not be
able to create a useful data base for a serious analysis of the
costs, effectiveness, and cost—effectiveness of the claims
collection process. Consequently, the primary goal of this
report is to create a descriptive profile of the claims process
that covers:
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o The techniques used to discover overissuances and
investigate, establish, and recover claims

o The policies and procedures of the claims collection process
which are defined at the state level

o The claims collection information functions in states, such
as automated tracking systems and systems for monitoring
claims

o A profile of the current backlog of overissuances and claims

In addition, a preliminary analysis of the effectiveness of the
claims collection process will be conducted based on
administrative data collected by FNS.

B. SAMPLE AND INTERVIEWING METHODS

Three aspects of the census are necessary background for
presenting the results: (1) the sample of state agencies
covered in the interviews, (2) the method of conducting the
interviews, and (3) the use of materials received from state

agencies.
Agencies The general purpose of the claims collection census is to describe
Included in the processes used in each state through interviews with state
the Census FSA staff. The claims collection interview was attempted for

all state FSAs and the FSAs in the District of Columbia, Guam,
and the Virgin Islands, for a total of 53 jurisdictions. The
interview was administered successfully to all of the juris-
dictions, except California and North Dakota. The California
FSA was not able to respond to the instrument because of the
wide variation in the claims process across the local FSAs. 1In
North Dakota, the pressures of current work and staff shortages
made it impossible for FSA staff to participate in the study.

Interviewing Structured telephone interview instruments were developed

Method after an extensive review of the data already available from
FNS files, earlier research, and state reports to FNS. After
instrument drafts had been prepared and reviewed by FNS, a pre-
test of the instruments was conducted with three state agencies
in all six of the operations areas covered by the FSPOS.1l/ This
pre—test led to substantial changes in the instruments to
improve their clarity and completeness.

lehe help of agency staff in these pre-test states
(Connecticut, Tennessee, and Texas) was very valuable and is
gratefully acknowledged.
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Interview respondents were nominated by state FSP directors or
their delegates in preliminary telephone discussions with senior
FSPOS research staff. In many instances multiple respondents
were suggested, most often a senior staff member involved in
developing policy and procedures and a staff member involved in
preventing and/or detecting fraud and abuse. In some cases, the
FSP director was one of the respondents. However, eveun when
multiple respondents were suggested, interviewers often
encountered situations in which the respondents suggested other
agency staff as the best source for answers to specific
questions; interviewers then contacted these other staff. Of
the 51 interviews completed, approximately 33 entailed
contacting additional respondents., Claims collection interviews
generally lasted about two hours.

Although the claims collection instrument consisted almost
entirely of structured-response questions, the interviewing
method that was used entalled an in-depth discussion of the
questions and probes for clarifying responses. This process was
necessary because of the complexity and variety of state
operations and the consequent difficulty in establishing
consistent interpretations of terminologies among interviewers
and between interviewers and respondents. Every completed
interview was reviewed by the senior project researcher who was
assigned to the claims collection topic. These reviews
uncovered apparent inconsistencies among interview responses and
identified answers which, based on other information provided,
appeared to reflect interpretations of interview terminologies
that departed from the intent of the interviews. As the
interviews proceeded, these reviews also identified the
necessity for a further clarification of the intent of specific
questions and their interpretation within the context of
particular system characteristics.

Based on these reviews three steps were taken. First, "question
clarification" statements were prepared and distributed to
interviewers to guide them in the further administration of
particular interview questions. Second, interviewers made call-
backs to respondents to clarify or confirm responses and to
probe further to resolve what appeared from the interviewer's
perspective to be inconsistencies. Call-backs were made for
this purpose to almost every responding FSA. Finally, several
additions were made to the set of coded question responses
defined in advance.2/

EJSpecifically, codes were added to identify specific units
and/or staff involved in the claims collection process and to
identify the characteristics of the cases which had an impact on
how the case was handled in the claims process (e.g., Q's 5.13,
5.20, and 5.25).
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In addition to the telephone data collection activities
described above, the census phase of the FSPOS entailed
collecting background materials from state agencies.

State agencies were asked to provide a variety of

materials including application, recertification, and monthly
reporting forms, computer input forms and worksheets, procedures
and policy manual sections pertinent to each operations area,
and any existing statistical or management reports that could
supply data in response to some of the more complex census
interview questions. Although the request for these materials
prior to the census interviews was intended to solicit only
existing data, forms, and reports, it is clear that many
agencies devoted substantial efforts to assembling the
materials.

The materials provided by the state agencies formed an important
contextual background for an analysis of the census interview
questions. In some cases, the data available in these materials
provided responses to specific interview questions, which saved
time in the interviews. In other instances, where the
complexity or subtlety of a state's procedures or systems could
not be captured completely in the structured interview
responses, the background materials were used by the researchers
to ensure that the interview responses were interpreted
correctly.,

C. SCOPE OF REPORTED RESULIS

The claims collection interviews were designed to provide
consistent, systematic profiles of all of the state systems
examined, and to present the collected data in a structured form
that facilitated drawing comparisons among claims collection
processes along commonly defined dimensions. Consequently, the
instrument design process emphasized developing carefully worded
questions that could solicit structured, codable responses.3/
Although this approach makes it possible to compare systems and
summarize system features, it also leads to certain inevitable
weaknesses in the ability of the instrument to capture detail
and subtle differences among systems. Using an interview format
that consisted of more open—ended questions, and reporting on
the salient features of each system in descriptive text, would
provide more detail and clarity about each approach. This
interview method was rejected, however, because it would likely
complicate the process of compiling summary information and
comparing systems.

‘E/The claims collection instrument is attached as Appendix B.
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The results presented in this report are based on the classi-
fication of claims collection process characteristics according
to the distinctions formulated in the interview questions and
response codes. Given the format of the interviews, many
questions elicited responses that did not correspond directly to
response codes. Interviewers took notes during the interview to
capture the content of respomses. It was then the job of the
interviewer (often in consultation with the researcher working
on this topic) to interpret the response and record an answer.
This process involved three types of decisions: (1) inter-
preting the intent of the question when the response raised
questions about distinctions not explicitly included in the
question wording or response codes, and not yet covered in
interviewer training; (2) selecting an appropriate response code
based on the clarified sense of the question; and (3), in a
number of instances, adding code values to the codes originally
defined, to capture important distinctions. The net effect of
this process was to conceal some differences among systems or
peculiarities of particular systems for the sake of describing
all of the systems in comparable terms.

The results presented in the body of this report are somewhat
more limited in scope than are the questions asked in the claims
collection interviews, because responsibility for claims
collections may be delegated completely or partially to local
agencies. Consequently, in some states, complete information on
the claims process was not available at the state level.
Although this problem was most severe for California, in a
number of other states the state FSA was unable to provide
complete information on all stages of the claims collection
process or provided information only on a subset of the local
agencies within their state.4/ Thus, for these states, the
descriptive profile is incomplete and will require further data
collection in the survey phase of the study. The states for
which the survey will be used to complete the descriptive
profile include those for which information is needed on a
number of local-level functions (Colorado, Idahc, Illinois,
Indiana, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota,
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, New York, North
Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas, Wisconsin,
and Wyoming) and those for which information is needed on a more

ﬁ/In states in which a great deal of variation exists across the
local agencies in terms of how the claims collection process is
organized and/or operated, state FSAs were asked to provide
information on the claims collection process as 1t applies to
the majority of their caseload.
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limited set of local-level functions (Alabama, Connecticut,
Georgia, Kansas, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Mississippi, New
Mexico, Oregon, Tennessee, and Washington). The census—based
descriptive profile is complete for the remaining 19 states.
Despite this limitation of the census-based descriptions, the
profile of state claims collection systems contained in this
report provides a more complete overview of claims collection
than has heretofore been available.

In addition to the information necessary for obtaining a
descriptive profile of state claims collection systems, the
census attempted to draw a very limited characterization of the
effectiveness of the various processes of the claims system. An
analysis of the effectiveness of the claims system requires
information on the flow of cases through the claims process,
since actions taken at each stage of the process are conditioned
upon the actions taken at the previous stage of the process. In
other words, the effectiveness of the state FSA at collecting on
claims is a function of the success with which the state
establishes claims, which in turn is a function of the state's
ability to detect overissuances. No state FSAs maintained the
data necessary for examining these conditional measures of
effectiveness. Thus, the analysis of the effectiveness of the
claims collection process will rely on some very rough
professional estimates by the states and on existing admini-
strative data from the Form FNS-209, While not useful for
developing the conditional measures of effectiveness, the Form
FNS-209 data permit very rough proxies of effectiveness to be
developed.

D. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The remainder of this report consists of four sections. Section
11 provides a brief overview of the functions involved in the
claims collection process and presents the descriptive data
collected in the claims collection census, with tables and
accompanying text to summarize the census results according to
major topics. Section III describes the system types that can
be distinguished from the census results and classifies the
state claims collection processes according to this typology.

In addition, it examines the relative effectiveness of the
states' claims collection processes.
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I1. DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF THE CLAIMS CO|  Taple of Contents

Overissuance occurs when food stamps are provided to ineligible
households or when eligible households receive benefits that are
greater than the amount allowed under program regulations. The
client and the FSA share responsibility for determining the
household's food stamp eligibility and benefit level. The
client is required to provide the information that enables the
agency to determine the household's need. The agency is
required to process that information in a correct and timely
manner. When an agency determines that a household has received
food stamps to which it was not entitled, the state is mandated
by law and regulations to establish a claim against and to
collect the overissuance from that household.

In practice, the operation and administration of the claims
collection processes implemented by the states exhibit a great
deal of diversity. This section provides a general overview of
the functions involved in the collection of claims and a
detailed profile of the claims collection processes used by the
states.l/ The detailed profile consists of nine areas:

1. The organization of the claims collection process

2. The automated processes used in claims collection

3. The management of the claims collection process

4, The detection of overissuances

5. The investigation of overissuances

6. The establishment of the claims

7. The collection of payments on the claims

8. The suspension and termination of claims

9. The effectiveness of the claims collection process

1

—JState is used here to refer to the 48 states for which data
are available, the District of Columbia, Guam, and the Virgin
Islands.
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A. OVERVIEW OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

In organizing this descriptive profile of the claims collection
process, we have identified six steps or stages of claims
collection:2/

l. Claims referral

2., Claims investigation

3. Claims establishment

4, Claims collections

5. Follow-up activities on delinquent claims
6. Claims suspension and termination

While the approaches used at each stage of the claims process
vary from state to state, and in some cases at the county or
local office level, a general claims collection process
prevails. Figure II.1 shows the general structure of the claims
collection process.

The claims collection process begins with the discovery that a
household has received food stamps for which it is not
entitled. Following the discovery of the overissuance, the FSA
must, in most circumstances, take action to set up a claim
against the household.}j This stage of the claims process——the
discovery of the overissuance and the formal steps whereby the
claims process is initiated--is labelled "claims referral."”

2-/']?hese six stages do not necessarily correspond to the
structure of the claims collection process in a particular
state. For example, in some states, the claims referral and
investigation stages constitute a single process. However, in
order to provide a consistent description of the state systems,
we use this six-stage definition of the claims process for all
states.

-E/No claim is required if the overissuance occurred because (1)
the state FSA failed to ensure that the household signed the
application form, completed a work registration form, or was
certified in the correct project area; or (2) the household
transacted an expired (but unaltered) Authorization to
Participate (ATP) card.
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Following the claims referral stage, the nature of the error
that led to the overissuance must be determined (i.e., admini-
strative error, inadvertent household error, or intentional
program violation); the amount of the overissuance must be
calculated; and any inquiry into the circumstances of the
overissuance must be performed. This stage is referred to as
"claims investigations.'" It is at this stage that a distinction
is made between nonfraud cases (i.e., claims due to
administrative errors or inadvertent household errors) and
suspected fraud cases (i.e., claims believed to be due to
intentional program viclations); claims are generally
investigated more thoroughly for cases of suspected fraud.

The third stage of the claims process=-claims establishment--is
quite different for cases of nonfraud error and cases of
suspected fraud. For nonfraud errors, the establishment of the
claim involves (1) the decision to initiate collection actions,
and (2) the notification to the household. If, after notifi-
cation of the claim, the household chooses to appeal, a fair
hearing is also required.

The decision about whether or not to initiate collection action
depends on the size of the claim, whether it can be collected by
reducing the household's food stamp allotment, and whether or
not the household can be located. Collection actions will be
initiated for all claims of $35 or more. For claims of less
than $35, collection action will be initiated only if the
overissuance is due to a household error and the household is
currently participating in the Food Stamp Program (so that the
claim can be collected by reducing the household's food stamp
allotment). If the state has documentation that the household
cannot be located, then the collection of the claim, regardless
of its size, will not be initiated. Collection actions are
initiated by a letter of demand sent to the household to explain
the amount and circumstances of the claim.

Establishing a claim for an overissuance is different when it is
suspected that fraud is involved, as indicated in Figure II.1l.
The amount of the claim for an intentional program violation is
calculated as the amount overissued from the time of the viola-
tion until its discovery, up to a maximum period of six years.
Until fraud has been established, the claim for the amount of
overissuance in the 12 months prior to the discovery of the
error can be processed as an inadvertent household error. The
determination of fraud can be made through an administrative
disqualification hearing, a waiver of the hearing by the
household member, the judicial system, or a disqualification
consent agreement.
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After fraud has been determined, the guilty household member is
disqualified from the program, and the state initiates collec-
tion actions against the individual's household for the entire
amount of the claimtil As with nonfraud claims, the household
receives a letter of demand specifying the nature of the claim
and outlining the possible methods for repayment.

The fourth stage of the claims process is the collection of
payments on the claim. The household can pay the claim or make
arrangements to pay by any one (or a combination) of three
methods: lump sum, installments, or a reduction in the food
stamp allotment. If the household fails to pay (or to continue
to make payments on) the claim, the state is required to take
one of the following actions:

o For current program participants, the state must reduce the
food stamp allotment when a household error is involved
(whether intentional or unintentional).

o When an administrative error is involved or the household is
no longer participating, the state must continue to send
demand letters until the household pays or agrees to pay,
until the criteria for suspending the claim are satisfied, or
until the state initiates other collection actions of its
choice.

The collection stage of the claims process includes procedures
for setting up the claim for repayment, the use of demand
letters, and procedures for tracking claims payments and
recoupment amounts.

The fifth stage of the claims process is the follow-up activi-
ties used for delinquent claims, This stage entails identifying
delinquent claims and using alternative collection methods, such
as wage garnishment and tax refund intercepts, to collect on the
claim.

The final stage of the claims process is the suspension and
termination of the claim. This stage entails identifying claims
which are eligible for suspension and termination and initiating
the processes whereby those actions are taken. A claim can be
suspended following the mailing of the required demand letter(s)
if:

ﬁ/In cases where fraud was established through judicial
proceedings, the collection actions of the state may be
determined by those proceedings.

13
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0 The state has documentation that the household cannot be
located

o The cost of further collection activities is likely to exceed
the amount which can be recovered

A claim can be terminated after it has been held in suspension
for three years.

Despite the general uniformity of the claims process as set
forth in the regulations, the organization of the process across
states varies significantly. In many states, a central claims
processing unit handles part or all of the investigation,
establishment, and collection procedures following the claims
referral.53/ In other states, particularly those whose programs
are state-supervised and county~administered, all of the
components of claims processing are handled within each local
office.

B. ORGANIZATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

As shown in Table I1.l, the organization of the claims
collection process across the states ranges from very
centralized systems, in which all the activities following the
referral of the overissuance are under state-level jurisdiction,
to arrangements which involve only the local or county FSA. Not
surprisingly, the states that operate state-supervised, county-
administered programs tend to have the more decentralized claims
collection processes. However, a substantial proportion of
those states, 1like the majority of states in general, have mixed
levels of responsibility for operating the claims collection
process, with the later stages of the process becoming
increasingly centralized.

In addition to the tendency for the claims collection process to
be centralized at the district or state level, the activities of
the claims process are frequently centralized through
specialized staff or units. As shown in Table 1I.2, specialized
staff of some form are used in each of the states, or, for those
states whose claims collection process varies across their

é/In a number of states, the centralized claims office handles
claims for several assistance programs (e.g., Food Stamps, AFDC,
Medicaid, and General Assistance).
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LEVEL OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR
OPERATING THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Number of States

State- State-Supervised/
Administered County-Administered
Characteristic Program Program Total
Organization of Claims
Collection Process 37 14 51
Level of
Responsibility
for the Claims
Collection Process—-
Following Claims Referral:
Local/county only 0 6 6
Local/county and 32 8 40
district/region
and/or state
District/region 5 0 5
and/or state only
Following Claims Establishment:
Local/county only 1 7 8
Local/county and 13 6 - 19
district/region
and/or state
District/region 23 1 24

and/or state only

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.l contains the detailed information for each of the 5l

states.
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USE OF SPECIALIZED STAFF IN THLE
CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Number of States

Claims/Collections Fraud/Investigations
Characteristic Staff or Unit Staff or Unit Total

States with Specialized
Staff 43 41 51

Level of Operation

Tt puga

16

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.l contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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counties, within a substantial proportion of counties within the
states.éj However, the exact nature of these staff and the
functions which they perform are quite diverse. In some states,
the specialized claims staff simply help the caseworker
investigate and establish the claim (e.g., Illinois) or only
handle the collection of payments and the follow—up activities
for delinquent claims (e.g., New Mexico and Utah). In other
states, the specialized claims staff takes full responsibility
for the entire claims process following referral (e.g., Colorado
and New Hampshire). Similarly, the specialized fraud/investiga-
tions staff may provide assistance to the caseworker in
especlally difficult cases of suspected fraud (e.g., Alabama,
Hawaii, and Wisconsin) or may handle all of the investigation,
establishment, and collection activities for fraud claims (e.g.,
Alaska and Florida). These specialized staff may consist of
workers with specialized functions within the local office or
may be a separate unit of specialized staff at the local,
district, and/or state level. The exact functions performed by
each state's specialized staff will be explored in later
sections which discuss the six stages of the claims collection
process.

An additional dimension along which the organization of the
states' claims collection processes varies is the degree with
which the process is integrated with the claims collection
processes for other programs. High levels of integration would
suggest a reduction in the administrative costs of the food
stamp claims process and the more efficient detection of
overissuances (given the information available through the other
programs).7/ As shown in Table IL.3, the food stamp claims

éjNote that the terminologies used here--"claims/collections
unit" and "fraud/investigation unit"-—are not always consistent
with the claims collection arrangements within a particular
state. For consistency in the description of the state systems,
any specialized unit which focuses on both nonfraud and fraud
cases, at any stage of the clalms collection process, is
referred to as a claims/collections unit. Specialized units
which focus primarily on the investigation of suspected fraud
and/or the establishment of fraud claims are referred to as
fraud/investigation units.

Z/High levels of integration may also create problems with
determining the appropriate share of recovered funds that are
allocated to the programs involved when a household has an
outstanding claim in more than one program.

17



SUMMARY OF THE INTEGRATION OF THE FOOD STAMPS CLA
COLLECTION PROCESS WITH THE CLAIMS COLLECTION

TABLE II.3

PROCESSES OF OTHER PROGRAMS

|m Table of Contents
s)

Number of States

General
Characteristic . AFDC Medicaid Assistance Total
States with Integrated
Food Stamp Claims
Collection Processes 45 38 29 45
Stage of Claims Collection
Process
Referral 41 32 24 41
Investigations 45 37 29 45
Establishment 40 30 23 40
Collections 40 29 23 40
Follow-up for 38 28 23 38
delinquent claims
Suspension/terminations 36 27 21 36

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.2 contains the detailed information for each of the 51

states.
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collection processes of 45 of the 51 states are integrated with
the claims collection processes of AFDC. The food stamp claims
processes of the majority of the 45 states are also integrated
with the claims processes of Medicaid and General Assistance
(GA). The degree of integration tends to be greatest at the
earlier stages of the claims process, declining in the period
following the investigation stage of the process. The movement
by some states toward a separate process for some or all of the
later stages of food stamp claims collections can be attributed
to the different regulations that govern collections procedures
and subsequent activities for the programs (e.g., rules for
repayment options and recoupment, and requirements for demand
letters).

C. AUTOMATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

The use of automated systems for calculating overissuance and
recoupment amounts, monitoring the status of claims, and main-
taining an account of claims payments is one factor that can
contribute toward an effective and efficient claims collection
system. Although the majority (46) of the states do have
automated claims collection processes, the functions which are
performed by those automated systems vary considerably (see
Table II.4).8/ Most systems include a history of the
household's claims payments, although five states track recoup-
ment payments but not other types of payments.9/

The automated systems are less comprehensive in terms of
managerial functions. Almost one—half of the states' automated
systems do not maintain a history of the dates of actions taken
on overissuances and claims, or they maintain information only
on the date of the most recent action. Thus, these automated
systems do not permit evaluations of the effectiveness and/or
timeliness with which the claims collection process operates.

§/The 46 states with some component of their claims collection
process automated represent an increase of 17 in the number of
states reporting claims collection automation from the Food
Stamp Automation Survey of 1985, Since the degree of automation
of the claims process changed considerably between the 1985
survey and the current study the Automation Survey data are not
incorporated into this study.

E/The automated claims collection system in Kentucky maintains a

case history only for claim payments through methods other than
recoupment.

19
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Table of Contents

FUNCTIONS PERFORMED BY THE AUTOMATED

CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESSES

Characteristic Number of

States

States with Automated Claims Process 46

Functions Performed by the Automated System

Calculation of overissuance amount 8
Calculation of recoupment amount 30
Deduction of recoupment amount from issuance 36
Generation of demand letters 21

Maintenance of history of:

Case actions 30
All actions 23
Most recent actions only 7
Recoupment 4}
Other claims payments 362
Claim suspensions 32

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.3 contains the detailed information

for each of the 51 states.

E/In one state information on the history of claim payments
through methods other than recoupment was not available

at the time of the interview.
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Similarly, less than one-half of the systems have the capacity
to generate demand letters automatically at the appropriate time
intervals.,

In contrast, the automated systems appear to be fairly well
suited to the mechanical functions of calculating the amount of
the recoupment and deducting that amount from the household's
food stamp issuance. Only 10 of the automated systems are
unable to perform both of those functions; an additional 6
systems are unable to perform at least one of the two calcula-
tions. However, few of the automated systems have the capacity
to calculate the amount of the overissuance itself.

D. MANAGEMENT OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

The claims collection process, while administered by the state
FSAs, often involves a variety of local, district, and state
agencies and/or agency units. The ability of the FSAs to manage
the process effectively across these groups will depend on a
number of factors. This section discusses several managerial
methods which may contribute toward the effectiveness of the
state's claims collection process. These managerial methods,
which by no means constitute a definitive list of the factors
which may influence the effectiveness of claims collections, are
as follows: the use of internal reports, the use and content of
staff training, the availability of manuals on the policies and
procedures of the claims process, the use of time limits to
control the processing of the overissuances and claims, and
methods used to monitor individual cases within the claims
collection process.l0/

Forty—two of the 51 states produce routine summary reports
(other than the Form FNS-209) to assess how well the claims
collection process is working and/or to effect a method for
communicating among the various units involved in the process
(see Table 11.5). However, only 9 states produce summary
reports which cover all six stages of the claims collection
process for fraud and/or nonfraud overissuances and claims. Of
the remaining states, all but one cover the collection of claim
payments. The other five areas are covered less frequently,

AQ/One managerial method not considered in this report that may
influence the effectiveness of the claims process is the use of
direct supervision of claims collection personnel. For example,
the Nevada FSP relies heavily on a system of supervisory case
reviews and eligibility claims worker accountability for all
actions on a case.

21
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TABLE II.5 Table of Contents

STAGES OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS
COVERED BY ROUTINE SUMMARY REPORTS

Number of States

Characteristic__

States Preparing Routine Summary Reports 42

Stage of Claims Collection
Process Covered by the Reports

Referral 24
Investigation 23
Establishment 35
Collections 41
Delinquent claims 28
Suspension/termination 28
All six stages 9

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.4 contains the detailed information for
each of the 51 states.
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with information on claims referrals and claims investigations
each omitted from the summary reports of over 15 states.

Routine reports on the status of individual overissuance or
claims cases are a less frequently used managerial tool. As
reported in Table II.6, only 31 states produce routine status
reports which cover some combination of claim referrals,
established claims, and delinquent claims. These reports most
frequently consider the status of established and delinquent
claims; the status of claims referrals are included in the
reports of only 18 states.

The summary reports and status reports tend to be distributed
more widely at the state and/or district level than at the local
level. As shown in Table II1.7, 39 of the states with summary
reports and 24 of the states with status reports distribute the
reports at the state level (to the agency in genmeral and/or to
specialized units within the agency). In contrast, only 25 of
the states with summary reports and 18 of the states with status
reports distribute the reports to the local office or to
specialized units within the local office.

Forty—-five states provide staff training specifically related
to the claims collection process (see Table II.8).

The following were among the reasons given by the remaining six
states for not providing such training: (1) eligibility deter-
mination, not collecting on claims, is the agency's first
priority; (2) funding cuts have reduced the agency's ability to
provide training; (3) the workers "learn by doing" in the area
of claims collections; and (4) the ¢laims workers tend to be
experienced ex—caseworkers who require little training. Of the
states which do provide training, almost all offer training for
new hires and either schedule refresher training for existing
staff or retrain existing staff as either becomes necessary
(e.g., following a rule change).11/

The training that is offered by the states tends to concentrate
on two areas——-improving the detection of overissuances and
increasing the worker's understanding of the rules, regulations,
and procedures of the claims collection process (including how
to use the state's automated claims system effectively, if it
has one). Less common is training which focuses upon methods
for preventing overissuances, investigating overissuances, and
obtaining collections on claims. ’

llelabama and Kansas 1limit the training in claims collection to
existing staff since new hires do not do ¢laims collection work.

23
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STAGES OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS
COVERED BY ROUTINE REPORTS ON THE
STATUS OF INDIVIDUAL CASES

Characteristic Number of States

States Preparing Routine Status Reports 31

Stage of Claims Collection
Process Covered by the Reports

Referral 18
Establishment 30
Delinquent claims 24

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.4 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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TABLE II.7
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GENERAL DISTRIBUTION OF ROUTINE SUMMARY AND STATUS REPORTS

Number of States with Summary
Reports Distributed to:

Claims/
Collections Investigation

Fraud/

Reports Distributed

Number of States with Status

to:

Claims/ Fraud/

Collections Investigation

Agency Unit Unit Total Agency Unit Unit Total
Level of Operation
Local/county 21 7 2 25 14 6 1 18
District/region 6 2 2 8 2 4 1 7
State 28 23 11 39 15 12 6 24
All levels 35 26 14 42 20 18 7 31

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.4 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states.
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EXTENT AND EMPHASIS OF STAFF T

AINING

IN THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Characteristic Number of States

States with Any Training Provided

Extent of Training Provided:
New hires
Refresher training
Retraining

Areas of Emphasis in Training:
Prevention of overissuances
Detection of overissuances
Investigation methods
Collection methods
Regulations and procedures
Varies across state

45

43
27
45

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.5 contains the detailed information for each of

the 51 states.,
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Written manuals which provide detailed information on the
policies and procedures of the claims process are avail-
able to staff in all but 4 states. However, the issuance
manuals in those states do provide a general overview of the
claims collection process.

Using time limits to control the length of time that it takes
workers to investigate, establish, and collect on a claim has
been suggested in an audit of the FSP claims collection process
(0IG, 1985) as one method for reducing the large backlog of
potential claims. As noted in Table 11.9, fewer than one-half
of the states currently have any established time limits which
control the processing of claims. Of those states without some
type of time limit, several reported that time limits were
unnecessary because there were no backlogs of potential claims
within their states. Other states expressed more interest in
emphasizing that the work on the claim be completed rather than
in setting up rigid time requirements. The inability of most of
the states with established time limits to provide information
on the percentage of cases that are processed within those time
limits suggests that, for most states, the time limits are not
closely monitored and, consequently, may not have much impact on
the timeliness with which the c¢laim is processed.

The methods used to monitor the progress of individual

cases through the claims process include a system for

tracking the status of an overissuance or claim, a system

for signalling staff that a particular case requires further
attention, and a system for processing claims or reporting case
actions based upon the chronological age of the claims.

The majority of the states have a system for tracking over-
issuances and/or claims through the claims process (see Table
11.10). These systems are used to check on the status of a case
at certification or recertification, to check the status of
cases which are pending (e.g., cases being held by a special
investigation unit or by the District Attorney's office), and to
prepare management reports on the activities of the claims
collection process. The extent to which these tracking systems
monitor claims at each stage of the process varies somewhat
across the states. With few exceptions, the tracking systems
monitor established claims and claims payments. Somewhat fewer
systems track disqualified individuals and/or the status of
claims referrals and investigations. Finally, only about one-
half of the systems track the status of computer match hits
and/or other apparent overissuances.

Rather surprisingly, a high correlation does not seem to exist

between the automation of the tracking system and the extent to
which cases at all stages of the claims process are monitored.
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ESTABLISHED TIME LIMITS FOR PR
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CLAIMS BY THE STAGE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Characteristic Number of States

States with Any Established Time Limits 22

Stages of Claims Collection Process
with Established Time Limits

Referral 14
Investigations 14
Establishment 19
Collections 11

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.5 contalns the detailed information for

each of the states.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE TRACKING SYSTEMS VSED TO MONITOR
INDIVIDUAL CASES IN TRE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Number of States

Partially Fully

Manual Automated  Automated
Tracking Tracking Tracking
Characteristic System System System Total
States with Tracking System 8 20 22 50
Stage of Claims
Collection Process
Monitored by
Tracking System
Computer match hit 6 14 7 27
Other apparent overissuances 6 14 6 26
Referrals 7 16 10 33
Investigations 7 16 10 33
Established claims 8 19 22 49
Claims collections 6 20 22 48
Suspended claims 6 17 20 43
Disqualified individuals 8 15 14 37
Tracking System Monitors Cases 7 17 6 30

through 6 or More of the
above Stages

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.6 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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Seven of the manual systems and 17 of the systems which are only
partially automated cover 6 or more of the 8 situations reported
in Table 1I1.10. 1In contrast, only 6 of the 22 fully automated
tracking systems cover as many situations.

A second method for monitoring individual cases in the claims
process is the use of "flags" to signal a worker when a claim
case may require further attention. These flags can take the
form of a notation in the household's file, a "clip" or color
code attached to the file folder, a masterlisting (automated or
manual) of the relevant cases, or a notation that appears on the
computer screen as part of the state's automated certification
system. Table I1.l11 summarizes the characteristics of the 38
states' systems for identifying or "flagging' cases which need
special attention.

The majority of the flag systems identify both households with
claims referrals that have yet to be processed (i.e., either
dismissed or established as a c¢laim) and households with active
claims. Somewhat fewer systems flag households with either
delinquent or suspended claims. A substantial number of the
flagging systems (21) are either manual or only partially
automated (i.e., some of the state's flags are manual). For 30
of the 38 gystems of flags, the flag remains attached to the
case record until the claim is paid, corrective action is taken,
or the claim is terminated. Thus, for these systems, the flag
will remain in place on the case file should a household leave
the program, and is intended to signal the eligibility worker to
the existence of an outstanding claim should the household
reapply.

The final case monitoring method considered here is the use of
processes for sorting and reporting on overissuances and claims
by their ages (i.e., methods for "aging" overissuances and
claims). The ability to age overissuances and claims is impor-
tant for several reasons. First, it facilitates evaluating the
timeliness with which the required actions of each stage of the
claims process are completed. Second, it is useful as a method
for determining when some type of “prompting" may be necessary
for cases pending at the various stages of the process (e.g.,
cases held by the District Attorney for possible prosecution).
Finally, to the extent that time requirements are built into the
various stages of the claims process (e.g., a claim must be held
in suspension for 3 years prior to termination), a system for
aging claims facilitates executing those stages efficiently.

Less than one-half of the states have an established process for
aging overissuances and/or claims, as reported in Table II.12.
For those states which do age overissuances and/or claims, the
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SYSTEMS USEI—TU SIGNAL
STAFF THAT A CASE NEEDS FURTHER ATTENTION

Characteristic Number of States
States with System of Flags 38
Type of Claims that are Flagged

Referral 27
Active claim 30
Delinquent claim 22
Suspended claim 19
Varies across state 1

Extent to Which System of Flags
is Automated

Manual 15
Partially automated 6
Fully automated 15
Information not available 2
One of More Flags Permanently 30

Attached to Case Record

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.7 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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TARLE II.12

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SYSTEMS US
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D10 HUKT
CLAIMS BY THEIR CHRONOLOGICAL AGE

Characteristic Number of States

States with System for Aging

Type of Claims that are Aged
Apparent overissuances
Referrals
Investigations
Delinquent claims
Suspended claims

Extent to Which System of Aging
is Automated

Manual

Partially automated

Fully automated

21

10

18
18

W e

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.7 contains the detailed information for each of

the 51 states.
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majority focus upon the ages of delinquent claims and suspended
c¢laims. The aging of claims investigations, claims referrals,
and apparent overissuances {(e.g., computer match hits) are much
less common. The aging systems tend to be automated, with 16 of
the 21 systems at least partially automated.

E., DETECTION OF THE OVERISSUANCE

The first step of the claims collection process entails
discovering the overissuance and taking the formal procedures
necessary for initiating the claims process. Of the 12
detection methods listed in Table II.13 (excluding the "other"
category), 9 are used in 40 or more of the 51 states. Those 9
methods, in order of their frequency of use, are as follows:
Quality Control (QC) reviews, conflicting information provided
by the recipient, recertification reviews, "hotlines" and other
informal complaints, computer matching of earned income,
information from other agencies, duplicate participation checks,
special investigation units, and internal audits. Computer
matching of both unearned income and resources, and the use of
error—prone profiles to identify likely cases with over-—
issuances, are used less frequently.

The states' rankings of the effectiveness of the various methods
at identifying overissuances varied considerably for most of the
12 detection methods. However, computer matches of wages was
among the 3 highest ranked methods in 36 states, while recerti-
fication reviews were among the 3 highest rankings in 31

states. Of the remaining methods, only QC reviews, computer
matches of unearned income, and conflicting information from the
recipient were ranked either 1, 2, or 3 by l4 or more states.

F. INVESTIGATION OF OVERISSUANCES

The second stage of the claims collection process, claims
investigations, entails calculating the overissuance amount,
determining the nature of the error, and undertaking any
investigations into the circumstances of the error. Table II.l4
focuses on the organization and structure of the investigation
stage, while Table I1.15 describes the characteristics of the
investigation processes of states.

As shown in Table II.l4, 45 of the 51 states use specialized
staff to Investigate suspected fraud cases. In contrast, only
22 states use specialized staff to investigate nonfraud claims.
This difference reflects both the absence of investigations into
nonfraud claims in several states and the general effort by most
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FREQUENCY OF USE AND RELATIVE EFFECTIVERESS OF THE
METHODS USED TO DETECT OVERISSUANCES

Number of States

Number of States Ranking the Detection
Using the Detection Method the Three
Detection Method Method Most Effective
Computer Matching
Wages 47 36
Unearned income 33 16
Resources 12 2
Duplicate Participants Check 43 3
Error-Prone Profile 19 2
Hotline/Informal Complaint 48 8
Internal Audit 41 4
QC Review 51 19
Recertification Review 49 31
Special Investigation Units 42 9
Information from Other Agencies 47 5
Information from Recipient 50 14
otherd/ 6 2

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.8 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.

fdlncludes computer matches with credit bureau files, special case reviews,
supervisory reviews, day-to—day activities of the caseworker, and manual
bank record matches.
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ORGANIZATION AND STRUCTURE OF THE INvESTTORITION
STAGE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Characteristic Number of States

Specialized Staff Involved in

Claim Investigations
Suspected fraud 45
Nonfraud 22

Investigation Includes Search

for Additional Errors and/or

Program Violations
Suspected fraud 43
Nonfraud 36

Relative Emphasis on Fraud and
Nonfraud Cases in Investigation
and Establishment Efforts

Fraud 19
Nonfraud 4
No difference 28

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.9 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INVESTIGATIYm=sSTEor—or
THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Number of States
Characteristic Suspected Fraud Nonfraud

Methods Always Used
to Investigate

the Claim
Case file review 51 49
In-office/telephone interview 13 8
Home visit 4 0
Third—?arty contacts 25 7
Other?d 2 1

Established System

for Prioritizing Cases

for Investigation 31 19

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.10 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.

-E/Includes forensic investigations and record checks in the case records of
another system.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CASE WHICH INCREASE THE
LIKELIHOOD THAT THE CLAIM IS INVESTIGATED

Number of States

Characteristic Suspected Fraud Nonf raud

State with System for
Prioritizing Cases 31 19

Characteristic of
Case That Increases
Likelihood of

Investigation
Age/health/employment 5 2
status of client
Public Assistance household 8 3
Household error 0 6
Age of error or claim 17 11
Active case 12 13
Dollar amount 30 17
Quality of evidence 30 0
Repeat offender/flagrant 29 : 0
Violation
Other?: 0 2

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.10 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.

-éflncludes errors due to unreported income and the projected cost of the
follow-up on the case.
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the overissuance, the age of the claim, and whether or not the
household is currently participating are the most important
factors.13/

G. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE CLAIM

Of the four methods available for establishing frauds claims—--
prosecution, disqualification consent agreements (DCAs), admini-
strative disqualification hearings (ADHs), and waivers of the
hearing—-only prosecution is used by all 51 states (see Table
I1.17). DCAs are used by 43 states, while ADHs and waivers of
hearings are used by 47 and 42 states, respectively. In 8
states, the DCA and waivers of hearing are viewed as a single
process.

While all states use prosecutions to establish fraud claims,
only 12 of the states which use more than one establishment
method ranked it as the most frequently used method. The ADH
and the waiver of hearing were more often reported to be the
most common method used to establish fraud claims. In general,
the DCA was the method that was ranked as the least frequently
used approach.

In choosing the appropriate method for establishing fraud
claims, a number of states reported that the least expensive
methods (waivers of hearing and DCAs) were attempted first, with
prosecution and ADH reserved for the more difficult or severe
cases. In determining which cases will be pursued through
prosecution, all of the states except New York screen the cases
on the dollar amount of the overissuance (see Table II1.18). New
York is unusual in that all cases are referred for prosecution.
Other factors which are frequently used to determine which cases
are referred for prosecution include whether or not the individ-
ual has a history of food stamp fraud and whether or not the
fraudulent act represents a flagrant violation of program rules.

Reviews by higher level staff of the decisions to establish
fraud and nonfraud claims would be expected to improve the
effectiveness of the establishment stage of the claims process

-léfln three states (the District of Columbia, Illinois, and
Missouri) the system for prioritizing suspected fraud cases is a
very structured screening process. For the remaining systems
which prioritize suspected fraud and nonfraud cases, the
screening process is very informal and is intended only to
provide general guidelines about which cases should be pursued.
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TABLE II.17

FRFOQUENCY WITH WHICH SPECIFIC METHODS
ARE USED TO ESTABLISH FRAUD CLAIMS

Number of States

Using More Than One

Method Which Rank the

Establishment Method

As the Method Most
Characteristic ) Number of States Used?

States Using

Establishment Method 51 49
Establishment Method
Prosecution 51 12
Disqualification Consent
Agreement 43 9
Adminisgtrative 47 18
Disqualification Hearing
Waivers of Hearing 42 14

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.ll contains the detailed information for each of the
51 states.

NOTE: The disqualification consent agreement and the waiver of hearing
constitute a single process in 8 states.

il-/The number of states ranking each method as the method most frequently used
does not sum to 49 because 2 states did not rank the methods used, and 6
states ranked the disqualification consent agreement and the waiver
of hearing jointly as the most frequently used method.
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CHARACTERISTIICS OF THE CASE WHICH ENTER INTo=rmcT
DECISION TC REFER A CASE FOR PROSECUTION

Characteristic Number of States
Dollar Amount 50
Repeat Offender 39
Flagrant Violation 39
Strength of Evidence 3
Age/Health of Client 2
Other: 4

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.ll contains the detailed information
for each of the 51 states.

8/1Includes fraud in multiple programs; prosecutor's interest,
time, and/or available funds for pursuing food stamp fraud; and
systems in which all suspected fraud cases are referred for
prosecution.
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by providing a quality control function. The majority of the
states (38) have such a review for fraud cases, nonfraud cases,
or both (as shown in Appendix Table A.l11). However, several
states reported that the review process reduced the effective-
ness of establishing claims because it created a bottleneck that
greatly reduced the speed with which cases could be processed.

The staff involved in the claims collection process following
the claims establishment stage represent a shift on three fronts
from the staff involved in claims investigations. First, fraud
claims that are referred for prosecution and are established
through the courts often move to agencies outside of the control
of the FSA (see Appendix Tables A.ll and A,12). Consequently,
contacts with clients (including any payments on the claim) will
often be funnelled through and monitored by the legal system
(e.g., the probation office). The FSA may have little control
over the success with which claims payments are collected. A
second change in the staff who are involved in the claims
process following claim establishment is the increased use of
centralized, state-—level staff. As was noted in Table II.l, the
claims collection process in many states becomes more
centralized as the case progresses through the six stages of the
process. Finally, a shift has occurred toward using more
specialized staff at the later stages of the claims process.

For example, in 6 of the 29 states in which the nonfraud claims
are investigated by nonspecialized staff (see Appendix Table
A.9), specialized claims units are involved in notifying the
household of the claim (see Appendix Table A.ll) and/or
arranging for the payment of the claim (see Appendix Table
A.12),

H. COLLECTION OF PAYMENTS ON THE CLAIM

As shown in Table I1I1.19, the stage of the claims process which
focuses on the collection of payments on the claim is dispersed
across various local-, district-, and state-level organizations.
However, as we noted earlier, the claims process becomes
increasingly concentrated in specialized units and state-level
agencies when the claims establishment and the later stages of
the process are reached. Thus, 33 states have a specialized
claims/collections unit and 16 states have a fraud/investigation
unit who are involved in arranging for claims payments. Over
one—half of both types of units are operating at the state-
level.
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FUNCTIONAL LEVEL OF THE STAFF RES TE FOK

ARRANGING FOR PAYMENT OF THE CLAIM

Number of States

Claims/ Fraud/
Collections Investigation Legal
Agency Unit Unit Authority Total
Level of Operation

Local/county 27 10 4 13 30
District/region 0 4 3 4 6
State 2 21 9 14 28
All levels 27 33 16 31 51

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.12 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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In attempting to obtain claims payments from the clients, states
use varying schedules for mailing demand letters. The majority
of the states have instituted policies to mail demand letters
every 30 days; however, the number of demand letters which will
be mailed ranges from 1l to a specified maximum of 16.14/ Other
methods which are frequently used to notify households of a
delinquent claim include late payment letters and periodic bills
sent to the household.l5/

Collecting claims payments from households which are no longer
participating in the program and from households with claims due
to agency error poses a significant problem, since such
overpayments cannot, in general, be collected by recouping
benefits.16/ Under the Omnibus Reconciliation Acts of 1981 and
1982, Congress provided states with the authority to use any
alternative collection method available under state law; further
legislation in 1985 (the Food Security Act of 1985) required
that states use all cost-effective collection methods for food
stamp overpayments. As shown in Table 11,20, 37 states current-
ly use some type of alternative collection technique if they are
unable to collect through recoupment, although 5 states use the
alternative collection methods only for fraud claims.17/ The
most common such alternative methods are tax refund intercepts,
wage garnishment, small claims court, and property liens.

In terms of the frequency with which they are applied, several
states reported that alternative collection methods are viewed
as an extreme solution and are used only rarely. Other states
reported that, while they are applied infrequently, the threat
of their imposition is often quite effective at generating
payments on delinquent claims. Overall, tax refund intercepts,
small claims court, and wage garnishment were the 3 most
commonly used methods by states when an alternative collection
method was applied.

iﬁ/A number of states have not established a standard number of

demand letters to be mailed.

iéjAppendix Table A.l12 contains the detalled state-level
information on demand letters and other methods used to notify
households of the delinquent claim.

ié/CIaims due to agency error can be collected through
recoupment only if the client agrees to that type of repayment.

iZ/The states were not asked about what methods were available
to them under state law, only about which methods they used.
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FREQUENCY WITH WHICH ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION
METHCDS ARE USED TO PURSUE DELINQUENT CLAIMS

Number of States Using
More Than One Method
Ranking the Alternative
Collection Method as the

Characteristic Number of States Method Used Most Frequently
States Using

Alternative

Collection Methods 37b/ 23

Collection Method

Tax refund intercept 16 7

Wage garnishment 17 4

Property liens 14 2
Small claims court 15 5
Private collection 7 1
agency

1921
[

Credit bureau
Civil gctions
Other& 7 1

w
o

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.13 contains the detailed information for each of the 51
states.

-Q/Includes 0il revenue intercept; requirement that the client work at a state
agency to pay off the claim; state collection agency; and garnishment of
circuit breakers (property tax relief for the elderly), college grants,
and bank accounts.

EyFive states use the alternative collection methods to pursue delinquent fraud
claims only.
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A substantial number (15) of the 37 states that do alternative
collection methods have no established policies for determining
which delinquent cases should be pursued with them (see Table
I1.21.) Of the remaining 22 states which do have established
policies, 3 states pursue all delinquent cases and 19 states
screen cases on, among other characteristics, whether or not the
claim is a fraud claim, whether or not the household is a
current program participant, the length of time that the claim
has been delinquent, and the dollar amount outstanding on the
claim. The screening of cases (in those state where it occurs)
and the initiation of the alternative collection actions are
performed almost exclusively by specialized units; only 3 states
rely solely on staff workers in the local offices (see Appendix
Table A.13). Furthermore, because about 70 percent of the
states operate the alternative collections activities, at least
in part, in state and/or district offices, the use of alter-
native collection methods appears to be largely a centralized
process.

I. CLAIMS SUSPENSION AND TERMINATION

According to federal regulations, a claim for which collection
actions have been initiated and the required number of demand
letters sent can be suspended when——

o the household cannot be located, or

o0 the cost of further collection action 1is likely to exceed the
amount that can be recovered.

A claim can be terminated after it has been held in suspension
for three years and has been determined to be uncollectible.
Appendix Tables A.14 and A.15 summarize the characteristics of
the states' processes for, respectively, the suspension and
termination of claims.

As noted in Appendix Table A.1l4, three states do not suspend
claims at all, one state does not suspend fraud claims, and one
state reported that claims are suspended very rarely. In three
of these five states (the District of Columbia, New Hampshire,
and Wisconsin), claims suspension is not used or is seldom used
because of a policy which requires that claims be pursued
continually. In the remaining two states (Hawaii and the Virgin
Islands), procedures for suspending claims are now being
implemented.

For the states which do suspend claims, the majority have
instituted some type of system for reviewing delinquent claims
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HE DECISION

TO PURSUE THE CASE WITH ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS

Characteristic

Number of States

States Using Alternative
Collection Methods

Characteristics of

Case That

Increases the

Likelihood of

Pursuit
Dollar amount
Inactive case
Long~term deliquency
Age of error or claim
Public Assistance household
Fraud claim
Other?

No Established Policy

All Cases Pursued

37

14
10
11

14

15

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.13 contains the detailed information for each of

the 51 states.

-E/Includes errors due to unreported income, household currently

employed or has resources, and nonadjudicated fraud cases.
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to determine whether they should be suspended (see Table

I1.22). Most states reported that this review process was
manual and very time-consuming. Thus, because of the shortage
of staff, the review often does not occur in a timely manner and
is not viewed as an effective method for maintaining an accurate
account of the collectible claims that are outstanding. Fewer
than one-half of the states reported that the claims suspension
decision was reviewed by higher level staff.

Although claims can be terminated after being held in suspension
for 3 years, 19 states reported that suspended claims were
carried on the books for longer periods of time (see Table
I1.23). The time periods and reasons for carrying the suspended
claims varied, although 4 states have legal requirements which
prevent the forgiveness of a debt against the state and thus
must carry the suspended claim indefinitely. Other frequently
cited reasons for carrying suspended claims beyond the required
three years were (1) the continuation of efforts to collect on
the claim, and (2) the shortage of staff and/or resources for
the relatively low priority functions of claims suspension and
termination. Again, fewer than one-half of the states reported
that claims termination decisions are reviewed by higher level
staff.

J. CLAIMS COLLECTION EFFECTIVENESS

Assessing the effectiveness of the claims collection process
(and the various stages of the process) in each state, requires
data on the flow of cases through each stage of that claims
process. In particular, it is important to determine:

0 The proportion of food stamp cases with an overissuance

o The proportion of overissuances that are identified

o The proportion of identified overissuances that lead to claim
referrals

o The proportion of claims referrals that lead to established
claims

o The proportion of established claims for which collections
are obtained

o The proportion of established claims that become delinquent

o The proportion of claims that are eligible for suspension
that are in fact suspended
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROCESS FOR CLATMS SUSPENSIUN

Characteristic Number of States

States Suspending Claims 48

Existence of Claims Review
Process to Determine

Which Claims Are

Eligible for Suspension

Yes 35
No 12
Information Not Available 1

Claims Suspension

Decisions Are Reviewed

by Higher Level Staff
Yes 20
No 28

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.l4 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROCESS FOR CL TERMINATIUN

Characteristic Number of States

States Terminating Claims 47

Suspended Claims
Carried on Books
Longer Than
Required Three Years

Yes 19
No 28

Claim Termination
Decisions Are
Reviewed by Higher
Level Staff

Yes 20
No 27

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.l5 contains the detailed information for each
of the 51 states.
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0 The proportion of claims that are eligible for termination
that are in fact terminated

It would also be useful to break the proportions down into those
overissuances and claims associated with agency errors,
household errors, and fraud (or suspected fraud), and to obtain
such information over a period of time. Observations over time
would indicate the stability of the relationships.

Unfortunately, as we noted earlier, the state FSAs do not
maintain the information that is necessary for examining the
effectiveness of the claims/collection process.18/ Thus, in
obtaining a rough picture of the effectivenes of various claims
collection systems, it is necessary to rely on professional
estimates of effectiveness and the limited data available from
the Form FNS-209 reports.

The first issue addressed is the existence of a backlog of
overissuances and claims to be processed at various stages

of the claims process. As noted in Table I1.24, only 5 states
reported that they were able to handle overissuances and claims
in a timely manner, and that no backlogs existed. Two other
states reported that they had no backlogs of nonfraud
overissuances or claims, but that backlogs of fraud claims had
developed because of the longer time requirements of fraud
investigations and the low priority placed upon fraud
prosecution by the courts. A number of other states cited the
long delays in investigating and establishing fraud claims as a
major cause of their backlogs of fraud and suspected fraud
cases. However, the most frequent reasons given for the
existence of backlogs of overissuance and claims were the
shortage of staff and/or resources devoted to claims collection
activities and the relatively low priority of claims collections
within the scope of FS5A functions.

The professional estimates of the percentages of cases handled
successfully at each stage of the claims process reported in
Table I1.25 are based solely upon the respondent's knowledge of
their state systems. In no state was the respondent able to
base his or her estimates on hard data. Consequently, these

-lg/However, several states reported that it would be possible to
draw at least part of the needed information from their
automated systems.
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REASONS GIVEN FOR THE BACKLOG OF OVERISS
AND CLAIMS TO BE PROCESSED

ANCES

Characteristic Number of States

States with a Backlog 46

Reason for Backlog

Shortage of Staff/Resocurces 32
Claims are Low Priority 17
Process is Slow for Fraud Cases 9
Lack of Data Processing Capabilities 4
Limitations on Recoupment/Weak Regulations 4
No Reason Given 4

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.16 contains the detailed information for each of

the 51 states.
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ROUGH PROFESSIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE EFFECIIVENESO
OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Number of States
Effectiveness Range of Median Providing
Measure Values Value an Estimate

Percentage of:

Identified Overissuances 33-100 95 21
That Result in
Claim Referrals

Claim Referrals 34-100 98 31
That Result in
Established Claims

Claim Referrals 8-99 70 35
for Suspected Fraud

That Result in

Established Fraud Claims

Established Claims 15-100 65 34
for Which Some
Collections Are Made

Established Claims 15-90 50 33
That Eventually
Become Delinquent

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.16 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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data should be viewed as rough professional judgments on the
effectiveness of the systems.l19/

Although respondents in a substantial number of states were not
able to provide estimates of system effectiveness, the
information that was provided suggests that the claims referral
and claims establishment stages of the process are believed to
be fairly effective, and that the establishment of nonfraud
claims is more successful than the establishment of fraud
claims. The collection of payments on the established claims
appears to be much less effective; only one state reported some
collections from every case established. The estimated
percentage of established claims that eventually become
delinquent ranged from a low of 15 to a high of 90 percent.
Twenty-four of the 33 states which provided information
estimated that 50 percent or more of their established claims
eventually become delinquent (Appendix Table A.16).

The existing data for examining the effectiveness of state
claim collection processes include QC error rates (to

estimate the level of overissuances) and information from Form
FNS-209. While these data can be used to construct rough
measures of the effectiveness of the claims collection system
(as reported in Table 11.26), several problems are associated
with these measures. First, there is evidence (0IG, 1985) that
the timely and accurate reporting from state agencies to FNS on
claim activities via Form FNS-209 is problematic. Thus, the
available claims data may not be of particularly high quality.
Second, measuring the effectiveness of the claims process
requires information on the flow of cases through the process.
The Form FNS-209 provides information on the current status of
the cases within the system at a single point in time; conse-
quently, the measures of effectiveness that can be constructed
are based upon inappropriate time frames. For example, instead
of the desired measure of the proportion of clalms referrals
that lead to established claims over sowme time period, the con-
structed variable using Form FNS~-209 data is the ratio of the
total number of claims established during the fiscal year to the
total number of claims referrals made during the same fiscal
year. It is not clear how closely the constructed variables
based on the Form FNS-209 data will approximate the desired
measures of effectiveness.

Based on the most recent QC error rate data available (FY 1984)
to construct an estimate of the total issuance in error in FY

ig/Note there are no professional estimates for the

effectiveness of the beginning stages of the claims process
(i.e., the detection of overissuances).
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ROUGH MEASURES OF THE EFFECTIVENSS OF THE
CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, FY 1985

Effectiveness Range of Median
Measure Values Value
Value of Claims $4.67 - $73.07 $14.64
Established for

Each $100 of Food Stamps

Issued in Error

Value of Claims $7.08 - $68.75 $37.97
Collected for

Each $100 of

Claims Established

Value of Claims $1.24 ~ $24.32 $5.36

Collected for
Each $100 of Food Stamps
Issued in Error

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.l7 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states (and also information for California and

North Dakota).
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1985 for each state and the state's Form FNS-209 data on claims
collection activities in FY 1985, three rough measures of the
effectiveness of the state's claims collections process were
obtained (see Table 11.26).20/ The dollar value of claims
established in FY 1985 for each $100 of food stamps issued in
error in FY 1985 ranged from $4.67 for Louisiana to $73.07 for
Hawaii. It would appear that states at the higher end of the
range effectively identify and pursue overissuances through
claims establishment, while states at the lower end of the range
do not identify existing overissuances and/or do not effectively
establish claims once the overissuance has been discovered.
Furthermore, with the median value at $14.64 of established
claims for each $100 of food stamps issued in error, it appears
that the claims collection process from the detection through
the claims establishment stages 1s not particularly effective.

The states would appear to be somewhat more successful at the
collection stage of the claims process; the median value of
claims collections in FY 1985 for each $100 of claims
established in FY 1985 was about $38., However, interpreting
this variable is rather difficult since (1) not all claims would
be expected to be paid off during the year in which they were
established, and (2) the measure compares FY 1985 collections on
all claims, regardless of when they were established, with all
claims established in FY 1985,

The final entry in Table II.26 is a rough measure of the
effectiveness of the overall claims collection process as it
relates total collections (on all claims) in FY 1985 to total
overissuances in FY 1985, With a median value of $5.36 of
collections in FY 1985 for each $100 in overissuances in that
period, it is clear that there is a great deal of room for
improvement in the claims collection processes.

EQ/Note that California and North Dakota are included in this
table.
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Gaining an understanding of the different approaches adopted by
the states for claims collection and attempting to relate the
various approaches to measures of system effectiveness require
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TABLE 11,1

DETAILED CHARACYERISTICS OF THE STATE'S CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS INCLUDED IN
THE DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES

Table of Contents

Descriptive Detalled Characteristics Included In the
Typology Descriptive Typology Measure Sour ce
ORGAN I ZAT | ON Level of responsibiiity tor the operstion of the clatms collection Percentage of the tlive stages Appendix Table A,}
OF THE process for freud and nonfraud claims is at the district or state of the clalims co! lection process
PROCESS level for: for fraud and nonfraud claims that

o clalms Investigations are handled at the district or state

o claimg establishment leval ,

o clalms col lections

o follow-up on dallinquent clalms

o clalms suspension/termination
OPERAT | ON Specialized staff are Involved In the operation of the claims A binary (yes/no) varlsble Appendix Tables A, 11 and
OF THE col lect lon process for: Indicating the use of speclalized A2
PROCESS © cilaims establishment staff In the establistment and

o clalms collections col tectlons stages of the claims

coliection process,

AUTOMATED Claims collectlon process Is sutomated for: Percentage of the four routine Appendix Table A3
FUNCT IONS o caiculation of amount of overissuance clalm functlons that sre suto-

o calculation of amount of recoupment mated,

© deduction of recoupmert asmount from Issuvance

o qeneration of demand letters
AUTOMATED Automated history Is maintained for: Peroantage of the three types Appandix Table A3
HISTORY o case actions ot cialms histories that are maln-

o claims payments through recoupment talned by the sutomated system,

o clalms payments +hrough other methods
MANAGEMENT Methods used to manage the clalms collsctlion process Include: Percentage of the five management Appendix Tables A4 and A5
METHODS o routine summery reports methods that are used in the

o routine reports on the stetus of individual cases claims collectlon process,

o statf training

o manuais on clalms coltlections

© estabiished time limits
MONITORING Methods used to monltor Individual cases within the claims Percentaqe of the three moni- Appendix Table A,6 and A7
METHODS cottection process lnclude: toring mathods that sre used

ESTABLISHMENT
METHODS

ALTERNATIVE
COLLECTION
ME THODS

o established fracking system
a system of flags
o system for aging claims

Methods used to establish fraud claims Include:
o prosecution
o disqualification consent sgreements
o administrative disqualification hearings
o walvers of hesrings

Alternative collection methods (e.d., tax refund intercspt, wage
qarnishment) used to pursue delinquent clalms

In the claims collection process,

Parcantage of the four estab-
I1shment methods that are used
to establish fraud claims,

A binary (yes/no) variable
Indicating the use of at least
one alternative collectlion method,

Appendix Table A 11

Appendix Table A,13
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4. The methods used to administer the claims collection process
5. The methods used to establish claims
6. The use of alternative methods to collect claims payments

The measures for each of the descriptive typologies are based on
either a simple yes/no distinction (e.g., specialized staff are
involved in claims establishment and collections) or a numeric
value for the total "value" of the component variables in that
descriptive typology (e.g., the percentage of the five stages of
the claims process for which operational responsibility is at
the district or state level)., It is important to note that a
"yes" or a higher score for a particular descriptive typology
does not necessarily indicate a "better" system--it simply
indicates the degree to which the claims system possesses a
particular characteristic that is hypothesized to be associated
with the effectiveness of the claims collection process.

B. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

The characterization of each state's claims collection process
based on the descriptive typologies is presented in Table
I111.2.2/ As indicated by the table, the states’' claims
collection processes vary widely across each of the descriptive
typologies. With the exception of the measures of management
methods and establishment methods, each descriptive typology
includes states which do not possess that characteristic and
states which have a full value for that measure. In terms of
the management methods and establishment methods typologies, all
states use at least one of the methods included in each of the
measures. Further evidence of the variation in the states'
claims processes is indicated in Table III1.3, which presents the
full range of response values for each of the descriptive
typologies.

While each of the descriptive typologies can be used to classify
the state claims collection processes independently, it is

2'-‘/'1‘0 the extent that the state data collected in the census are
less than complete, the descriptive typology for that state will
reflect a preliminary overview of the claims collection

process., The more complete portrait of that state's system will
be prepared following the survey.
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SUMMARY OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE

TABLE 111,2

Table of Contents

OPERATION AUTOMAT £D
OF THE HISTORY :

ORGANIZATION PROCESS: AUTOMATED Per cantage

OF THE “speci al 1zed FUNCTIONS:  of Case ALTERNAT IVE

PROCESS : Staft Parcentage Actlion MANAGEMENT MON | TORI NG ESTABL ISHMENT COLLECTION

Perocentage Involved of Routine and Claims ME THODS : METHODS : ME THODS : METHODS :

of Claims In Clalms Claims Payment Per cantage Percentage Percentage of Alternative

Process Estabi}shment Functlons Histories of Manasqement of Monitoring Estabii shmont Collections
Jurisdiction Centrallzed and Col lectlons Automated Automated Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used Methods lised
Alsbama 0 No 25 100 100 67 100 No
Alagka 1] Yos 75 100 60 67 100 Yes
Arlzona 100 Yes 50 100 60 6?7 100 Yes
Arkansas 80 Yes 15 100 100 100 100 Yeos
Colorado 0 Yeos %0 0 60 100 75 Yos
Connect icut 100 Yes 15 67 80 67 100 Yes
Delavare 100 Yeas 50 33 60 67 100 Yas
District of Columbla 100 Yes 50 100 60 67 100 Yes
Florida 100 Yos 75 100 100 100 100 Yes
Georgla 40 Yes 100 100 80 100 100 Yes
Guam 100 Yes ) 0 80 67 100 No
Hawall 60 No 100 67 80 67 100 No
| daho 70 Yeos [} 0 60 &7 75 Yos
Yilinols 100 Yos 0 100 80 33 100 Yas
Indlana 20 No 0 33 60 67 50 Yos
lowa 100 Yes 7% 100 80 33 50 Yas
Kansas 80 No 50 100 80 67 100 Yes
Kentucky 100 Yos 25 33 100 LY 100 Yeos
Louislana 100 Yes 75 100 100 100 100 Yos
Maine 20 No 50 67 40 67 100 No
Maryland 50 No 0 33 60 67 100 Yas
Maysachusetts 100 Yes 15 67 60 100 100 Yos
Michigan 50 No 75 100 80 33 100 Yos
Minnesota 20 Yes 25 100 80 67 25 Yos
Mississippl 80 Yes 2% 33 60 67 100 No
Missourt 80 Yes 25 100 100 67 100 Yes
Montana 70 No 25 67 60 67 75 Yas
Nebraskas 50 No 25 67 60 67 100 No
Nevads 0 Yes 75 100 80 67 100 Yes
New Hampshire 100 Yes 0 33 60 67 75 Yas
Naw Jorsey Q Yas Q Q a0 a7 100 Yeos
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TABLE 111,2 (continued)

Table of Contents

OPERATION AUTOMAT ED
OF THE HISTORY:

ORGAN I ZATI1ON PROCESS: AUTOMATED Percent age

OF THE Speclallzed FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERNATIVE

PROCESS : Staff Percentage Action MANAGEMENT MON A TORI NG ESTABL 1SHMENT COLLECTION

Perocentage Involved of Routine and Clalms ME THODS : METHODS : ME THODS : METHODS :

of Claims In Claims Clalms Payment Percentage Per centage Parcentage of Alternative

Process Estab!ishmant Functions Histories of Management of Monltoring Establistment Collections
Jurisdiction Coentralized and Collectlons Automated Automated Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used
New Mexlco 80 Yes 100 100 80 33 100 No
New York ] Yos 50 100 60 67 100 Yes
North Caroiina 20 No 75 100 60 67 100 Yes
Onhio o Yes 0 0 60 100 100 Yos
Ok lahoma 100 Yas 50 67 60 67 15 No
Oreqgon 100 Yes 75 100 100 100 100 Yos
Pennsylvania 100 Yes 25 100 60 67 50 Yeos
Rhode Isiand 90 Yeos 50 100 60 100 100 No
South Carolina 20 Yes 75 100 100 100 100 Yes
South Dakota 60 Yos 50 100 100 100 100 Yes
Tennessee 60 Yes 0 0 60 0 100 No
Taxas 90 Yes 75 100 100 100 75 Yeos
Utah 80 Yos 50 67 60 67 100 Yes
vermont 30 Yes 75 100 100 67 100 No
Yirginia 50 No 0 100 80 67 50 No
Yirgin Islands 100 Yes 100 0 40 67 100 No
Wash ington 70 Yes 75 100 80 67 100 Yas
wWest Virginia 100 Yes 50 33 60 67 100 Yes
Wisconsin 0 No 100 0 20 67 25 No
Wyomim 50 Yes 25 100 100 67 75 Yes
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FREQUENCIES OF STATES' RESPONSE VALUES FOR THE DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES

TABLE III.3
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Descriptive Response Frequency
Typology Value (Percent)
ORGANIZATION OF THE PROCESS: 0 13.7
Percentage of Claims 10-20 9.8
Process Centralized 30-40 3.9
50 3.8
60-70 11.8
80-90 17.7
100 33.3
100.0
OPERATION OF THE PROCESS: Yes 76.5
Specialized Staff Involved in No 23.5
Establishment and Collections 100.0
AUTOMATED FUNCTIONS: Percentage 0 19.6
of Routine Claims Functions 25 17.7
Automated 50 23.5
75 29.4
100 9.8
100.0
AUTOMATED HISTORY: Percentage 0 15.7
of Case Action and Claims Payment 33 13.7
Histories Automated 67 15.7
100 54.9
100.0
MANAGEMENT METHODS: Percentage 0 0.0
of Management Methods Used 20 2.0
40 3.9
60 43.1
80 27.5
100 23.5
100.0
MONITORING METHODS: Percentage 0 2.0
of Monitoring Methods Used 33 7.8
67 66.7
100 23.5
100.0




TABLE III.3 (continued)

Table of Contents

Descriptive Response Frequency
Typology Value (Percent)
ESTABLISHMENT METHODS: Percentage 0 0.0
of Establishment Methods Used 25 3.9
50 7.8
75 13.7
100 74.5
100.0
ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS: Yes 72.6
Alternative Collection Methods Used No 27.5
100.0
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worth considering whether relationships exist among the
descriptive typologies which will facilitate grouping the claims
collection processes into a more concise classification scheme.

Table IT11.4 examines the relationships among the descriptive
typologies. The column entries in Table III.4 reflect the mean
response values for each of the descriptive typologies for all
states and for selected state subgroups. The subgroups of
states are defined on the basis of several of the descriptive
typologies (e.g., states with highly centralized claims
collection processes). For each of the state subgroups, the
mean value for each descriptive typology is compared with the
mean value for those states mot included in that subgroup to
determine whether significant differences exist among the
responses. (Note that the mean values for the excluded states
are not reported in the table.) Significant differences in the
mean response values for a particular descriptive typology
(noted by an asterisk in the table) indicate a high correlation
between that descriptive typology and the descriptive typology
used to define the subgroup under consideration. Thus, the
related descriptive typologies could be used to distinguish more
concisely among different types of claims collection systems.

As shown in the table, only limited correlation exists among the
eight descriptive typologies. The subgroup of states with
highly centralized claims collection processes indicates that a
significant association exists between the extent to which the
claims process is centralized and the use of specialized staff
to operate the claims processes. All of the states with highly
centralized claim processes use specialized staff at the
establishment and collection stages of the claims process, while
about 77 percent of all states do so. Other significant
relationships which can be observed in Table I1I.4 include the
tendency of states which use specialized staff to use more of
the management methods included in the descriptive typologies,
and to be more likely to use at least one alternative collection
technique. 1In addition, states that have relatively high levels
of automation use more management methods.

Although there does not appear to be a simple classification
scheme that captures the wide variation in the state's claims
collection processes, it is perhaps useful to consider where
states fall within an arbitrary classification scheme that
focuses on a limited set of distinguishing characteristics. The
characteristics selected--the extent to which the claims process
is centralized, the use of automation, and the use of management
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TABLE 111,.4

MEAN RESPONSE VALUES FOR DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES, BY ALL STATES AND SELECTED STATE SUBGROUPS

Table of Contents

Descriptive ALl
Typology States

States with
Highly Centralized
Clalms Processes

States Using
Speclalized
Staff

States with Routine
Functions and Case
Histories Automated

States Using
A1} Four Fraud
Estabiishment
Methods

States Using at
Least One Atternative
Collectlion Technique

ORGANIZATION OF THE PROCESS:
Percentace of Claims Process
Contrallized 63,7

OPERATION OF THE PROCESS:
Speclialized Steff Involved in
Estabi [shment and Collections 76,5

AUTOMATED FUNCT tOMS:
Percentage of Routine Claims
Functions Automated 48,0

AUTOMATED HISTORY: Percentage
of Case Action and Claims Payment
Histories Automated 69.9

MANAGEMENT METHODS: Percentage
af Management Methods Used 73.3

MONITORING METHODS: Percentage
of Monitoring Methods Used 70.8

ESTABL | SHMENT METHODS
Percentasge ot Establishment
Methods Used 89,7

ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS:
Alternative Cotliectlion Methods
Used 72,6

100, 0%

100,0*

70.8

91,1

71,3

100,.0%

49.4

70.1

75.9*

72,8

91,7

79,5%

79,0

57.9%

86,0%

77,4%

92.8

76.3

65,3

78,9

52.6%

100,0%

71,1

65.7

83,8*

47,5

74,8

76.2*

74,1

89,9

100,0*

Number of States 51

51

39

38

37

#*
The mean for this state subgroup is significantly different from the mean for the remaining states at the 10 percent level (one-talled test),
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and monitoring methods—-are among those believed to be closely
associated with the effectiveness and efficiency of the claims
collection process. However, because numerous other factors may
affect the claims collection system, this attempt at classifying
the state's claims processes should be viewed simply as one
method of distinguishing among the types of processes rather
than as an attempt to grade or rate the state agencies. Figure
I11.1 presents the classification of state claims collection
processes based on this three-way classification scheme.

C. RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESSES

Using two of the rough measures of effectiveness from Appendix
Table A.17, we have constructed two indices of the relative
effectiveness of the states' claims collection processes.3/ The
two indices are (1) states with both of the effectiveness
measures above their respective median values and (2) states
with neither of the effectiveness measures above their respec-—
tive median values. Thus, the first index identifies states
which appear to be particularly successful at claims collection,
while the second identifies states which appear to be less
successful. In Table III1.5, subgroups of states defined on the
basis of these two indices are examined to determine whether any
of the descriptive typologies distinguish between the relatively
effective or less effective systems.

Not surprisingly, given the poor quality of the effectiveness
data, a close relationship does not appear to exist between any
of the characteristics included in the descriptive typologies
and the measures of claims collection effectiveness. The
descriptive typologies do not distinguish between states which
are successful relative to all other states and states which are
less successful relative to all other states. Nor do the
descriptive typologies distinguish between the 10 relatively
successful and 12 relatively less successful states. However,
given the poor quality of the effectiveness measures, it is not
clear whether this indicates that important dimensions have been
excluded from the descriptive profile or simply that the data
used to develop the effectiveness measures do not adequately
reflect the effectiveness of the states' claims collections
processes.

E/The two measures from Appendix Table A.l17 are the value of
claims established for each $100 of food stamps issued in error
and the value of claims collected for each $100 of claims
established.
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MEAN RESPONSE VALUES FOR DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES,
BY ROUGH MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

Descriptive
Typology

States with Both
Effectiveness
Measures above
the Median Values

States with Neither
Effectiveness
Measure above Its
Median Value

ORGANIZATION OF THE PROCESS:
Percentage of Claims Process
Centralized

OPERATION OF THE PROCESS:
Specialized Staff Involved in
Establishment and Collections

AUTOMATED FUNCTIONS:
Percentage of Routine Claims
Functions Automated

AUTOMATED HISTORY: Percentage
of Case Action and Claims Payment
Histories Automated

MANAGEMENT METHODS: Percentage
of Management Methods Used

MONITORING METHODS: Percentage
of Monitoring Methods Used

ESTABLISHMENT METHODS:
Percentage of Establishment
Methods Used

ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS:
Alternative Collection Methods
Used

66.0

70.0

50.0

76.7

74.0

70.2

92.5

80.0

57.5

91.7

52.1

75.0

70.0

72.3

85.4

75.0

Number of States

10

12

*The mean for this state subgroup is significantly different from the mean for the
remaining states at the 10 percent level (one-tailed test).
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FIGURE 11,1
THREE-WAY CLASSIFICATION OF STATE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESSES
{1) Centrallzation ot the Claims Collectlon Process
Substantlal District/Reglon Some DIstrict/Realon Only Local/County
and/or State Involvement and/or State Involvement tnvolvement
(3) Automation of (2) Use of Management and {2) Use of Management and (2) Use of Management and
the Clalims Monltoring Methods Monltoring Methods Monltorlnra Methods
Collectlion Substantial More Limlted Substantial More Limited Substantial More Limlted
Process Use Use Use Use Use Use
Highly Arkansas Alaska Georqla Michigan Nevada
Automated Florlda lowa South Caroilna North Carolina
floulslians New Mexlco Yermont
Oreqon Washington
Texas
Partiaity Connecticut Arizona Hawall indlana Alabama Colorado
Automated Kansas Delaware Minnesota Malne New York
Kentucky District of Columbia Sauth Dakota Maryland Wlisconsin
Missourl Iilinols Virginia Montana
Massachuseotts Wyomling Nebraska
Mississippl
New Hampshire
Oktlahoma
Pennsytvania
Rhode Istand
Utah
Virgin Islands
West Virglinia
Manual Guam idaho New Jersey Ohio
Tennessee
NOTES: The breakdowns wlithin the three dimenslions of the classitication scheme are derived from the descriptive typology of Table 111,11 and are
as ftollows: {1) Centralization ot the Clalims Collection Process: states with 80 percent or more of thelr clalms process centrallized

are classifled as having “substantial district/reqlon and/or state Involvement®; states with no district/reqion or state-level
tfavotvement in thelr claims process are classitied as having "only local/county lnvolvement®; the remainling states are classlfled as
having "some district/reqglon and/or state Involvement,® (2) Use of Manacement and Monltoring Methods: states usina 80 percent or more
ot the management methods and 67 percent or more of the monltoring methods are classltled as having "substantial use” of management and
monltoring methods; the remalning states are classlifled as having "more tImited use,” (3) Automation of the Clalims Collectlon

Process: states with 7% percent or more of the routline clalims functlons automated and 100 percent of the csse action and claims payment
historles automated are classitled as having "highly automated" claims collectlion processes; states with no automation of elther claims
tunctlions; or clalms histories are classitled as "manual" processes; the remalning states are classitied as havina "partiailly automated”
clalms collection processes,



REFERENCE
ENCES Table of Contents

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service.
State Tables of Activity Ranking, Plus. Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Department of Agriculture, April 1986,

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Office of Inspector General.
Management of Food Stamp Claims. Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Department of Agriculture, January, 1985.

69



APPENDIX A

SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES

Table of Contents




Table of Contents

TABLE A

ORGANIZATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE

State Level of Responsiblilty for Operatlon of the Cisims Process (91.00) Use of Speciallzed Statt

Supervised/ Investigatlons Establ ishment Collections follow-up for Delinquent Cisims  Suspension/Termina¥lon Fraud/

County Suspec tod tnvestigations
durlsdliction Administered Frawd Montrsud Fraud  Monfraud Fraud  Wonfraud Fraud Mon raud Fraud Montravd Statt or Unit Staft or Unlt
Al abams Yes L L L L L L L L L L s
Alasks No t L S s H H s - H s s s
Ar | zona o (9% L8 ] s s H H $ s S LS H
Arkansas No t L H s s $ s - s s -3 s
Calorado Yes [8 L L [N L L L L L L L L
Connectlcut o H L8 $ [ 9% ] S s L s L,$ (W] L,0,$ H
Delsware No L8 ) H s s s 5 S H s S s
District of Columblae L] H s S s s s ] s 5 $ ) S
Floride ] ] H 0 [} [ 1] 0 1] o 0,8 [}
Georgla Yoo LS L LS L LS L L5 L L i H
Guam Ho s H H s H H s s S S s H
Hown !l No LS 8 H 8 - s S s N.AL N.A, H
idaho o LS i L L 1,0 L0 LD L0 Lp L0 L0 1,05
111inots No 1.3 L,$ LS L8 H ] $ H s 5
indlana VYes 8 L L L L L L.S LS5 L L L
1owe o L8 (98 Ls LS $ $ H $ - H 3 L
Xansas No L.0 L ] L L0858 LS D.s 1 S H ]
Kentuchy No L.8 (9% 3 L8 i1, LS L5 t.s L.S s s (9% 1
Louls lans No L0 L0 5 s H S H H s S S 0,.$
Maine No i L L L L L L L S $ s S
Mary | and Yos L5 L8 L.$ L L.5 L L5 L L L L LS
Massachysetts No s L8 11 L] s $ H S s 3 5
Michigan No S L H L3 L [B § 1) [ L .5 LS
Minnesote Yos L L L L L L t i (9% L,S i L
Mississippl No [ 1.8 s 3 L.8 L8 L L $ S L5 H]
Missour| No i L 0.§ 0.8 1.8 LS L3 LS [§% ] L. o
Montans Yos L L LS L S H ] $ $ s H
Nebrasks o LS L L L LS L H 1 ] (%5 S
Nevada Ho L L L L L t L L L L LS L
New Hempshire No s s S ] S H $ L ] ] s s
New Jersey Yoo L L [ L 8 [ L L L L L i



TABLE A.1 {continved)
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l:onl ot Responsibliity tor Operstlon of the Cla - Process (Q!,00)

State . __Use ot Specislized Stett
Supsrvised/  _ investigations _  _Establ isheent Collections Follow-up_tor Delinquent Cislms  Suspension/Termination  Clslas/ Fraud/
County Suspectad Coltections Investigations
Jurisdiction Mmipistered Fravd Monfraud Fraud MNonfroud Frsud  Monfraud Fraud Nontraud fFrovd Nontrawd Statt or Unit Stett or Unit_
How Wexico o L8 L LS L s S S S s S S $
Hew York Yo L L L L L L L L L L LS L
North Carcllina Yes L L L L L.$ L.s L L L L L [8
Onhio Yos L L L L L L L L L L (3%
Ok 1 ahome Mo LS (9% S s S s H s 5 S s s
Oregon No Le.s L0 (%) [ 9% S $ S S s $ DS
Pennsylvenia No LS8 L.§S (%] LS s s S 5 5 s L.$
Rhode (slend ho .8 L H] s $ H ] S S $ S s
South Caroline Yes L8 L i,8 i t t [8 L t [N L
South Dakots Mo L L L L D,s o,s 0.,s 0.5 $ § L,0,§
Tennesses No L L L.5 L.s L8 L LS L L.$ L.S L
Texas Mo /] ] 1.0 L0 1 L.D s 1,0 H i L0 L.8
utsh No L L s - 3 5 S S s - LS
Vorsont Mo H L L L H H L t L 8 s
Yirginig Yas L L L8 L LS LS 8 L t L.$ L t
Virgin islends Mo L0 LD ] ] 0 [} S 1 s - o s
Mashington L] i i {983 |8 S 5 S S b $ (9% 1)
Wast ¥irginie No 1] ] 0 0 S s S s [ ] $ 5
Wisconsin Yeou L L L L L L L L L t L
Wyoming No i t LS L L L LS L.S § $ L8

KEY. Level of Responsiblity snd Specielized Staft.

N.A, = Mot Applicable

L = Locet/County

D = DistrictMegion

S = Stete

NOTES: The cialm reterrai stage of the claia colliection process Is not Incliuded under the table entry "Leve! of Responsibliify® because It is & locel/county tunction in all states. The fable entry

"Use of Specistized Statt® is drown fram » series of 13 gquastions which focus wpon the division of responsibilities for the various stages of the claiss process,

Qs.0%, 05,07, (5,24, 05,07, Q6.08, Q7.00, ¢7.01, 08,02, Q8.00e, QB.08b, (8.08c, Q9,00, (9,07, and Q9,13,

'nuuu doss not suspand or terminete clales,

Those questions are: (3,00,




TABLE A,2

THE INTEGRATION OF THE FOOD STAMP CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS WITH THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS OF OTHER PROGRAMS, BY STATE

Table of Contents

Claims

Collection Staqe of the Claims Collection Process (01,02)

Process Is

Integrated Fol low=-up for Suspension/
Jurisdiction (01,01) Referrsl Investiqations Establishment Collections Deltnquent Claims Termination
Alabome No
Alaska Yos A A A A A A
Ar lzona Yos AG AG AG AG AG A,G
Arkansas Yes AM,G A MG AM.G A,M,G AM,G A,M,G
Colorado Yeos A M AM AM
Connect lcut Yos A A A
Detoware Yes AM,G A MG A MG AM,G A MG AM,G
District of Cotumbla Yos AM,G AM,G
Florlds Yo AM AM A,M AM AM AM
Georqla Yos A A A A A A
Guam Yos A A A A A A
Howal | Yo A MG AMG AMG AMG AMG
Ideho Yos A M AM AM AM AM AM
11tinols Yeos AM,G AM,G AM,G AMG AM,G AMG
indiena Yos AM AM A M A,M A A
ions You AM AM A M AM AM AM
Kansas Yos AM,G AM,G AM,G AM,G
Kentucky No
Louislens Yos AM,G A MG A MG AM,G A MG AM,G
Malne Yeos A A A A A A
Mary land Yos A M,B AM,G A MG AM,G A,M,G AMG
Mossachusetts Yeos AMG AM,G AMG AM G A,NG A MG
Michigan Yos AM,G A MG A,G AG A8
Minnesote Yos A A MG A A A A
Mississippl Yos AM AN A M A A A
Missour| Yeos A MG AM G AMG A MG A M8 AM,G
Montana Yeos AM,G A MG AM,G AM,G AM,G A MG
Nebroaska No
Nevada No
Now Hampshire Yeos A MG
Now Jersey Yes A M AM AN AM ALM AM




TABLE A,2 (continued)
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Clalims

Collactlon Stage of the Clalms Collection Process (01,02)

Process Is

inteqreted Foliow-up for Suspeasion/
Jurisdiction {01,01) Referral Investigations Establ I shment Collections Del inquent Clalims Termination
New Mox|co Yes A MG A MG AM,G A,MG A,MG A MG
New York Yos AM,G AM,G AM,G AM,G AM,G AMN,G
North Cerollina Yos AM,G
Ohlo Yes AMG AM,G AM,G A AM,G AM,G
Ok | shoma Yeos AM AM AM AM AM AM
Oreqon Yos AN, 6 AM,G A MG AM,G AM,G AM,G
Pennsyivania Yes A,M,G AMG AM,G A MG ALM,G AMG
Rhode Island Yes AM,G A MG A MG AM,G AM,G
South Carolina No
South Dskota Yos A A A A AM AM
Tennesses Yeos A A A A A A
Texas Yos AN AM AM AM AM AN
Utah Yos A,M,B AMG AM,G AM.G AMG AMG
Varmont Yes AM,G A M, G A MG AM,G AMN,G AM,6
virginia Yos A,MG Am
Yirglin islands No
Washington Yos A,M,G AM,G A MG AM,G A M, A,MG
West Virginia Yos A MG A MG A MG AMG A MG
Wisconsin Yos A MG AN AM,G AM,G AM,G A MG
Wyoming Yeos AM,G A MG A MG AN G AMG A MG

KEY: Progrems: A = AFOC or ADC
M = Medicald

G = Genaral Assistence or Geners| Reilet
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TABLE A3

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE AUTOMATED CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE

Functions Pertormed by the Automated Claims Collection Process

Claims Calculation of Calculation of Deduction of Ma!intenance of Maintanance of Maintenance of

Process Is Amount of Amount of Recoupment Amount Generation of History of History of Clalm Payments ‘ History of Clslm

Automated Overt R pwent From lssuance Demand Letters Case Actions Recoupment Other Payments Suspensions
Jurisdiction (Q3.09) (03,0%) (Q3,07) (Q3,07) (Q3,07) (Q3,08) (93,08) (93,08) (93,08)
Alabame Yes No No Yeos No Yes Yeos Yos Yes
Alaska Yos Yeos Yes Yes No Yes Yos Yes Yeos
Arlzona Yes No Yes Yes No Latest oniy Yeas Yes Yeos
Arkansas Yeos No Yes Yeos Yos' Yes Yes Yas Yeos
Colorado Yes No Yes Yeos No No No No No
Connectlcut Yes Yes Yeos Yes No No Yes Yos No
Do taware Yeos No Yos Yes No No Yos No No
District of Columbla Yeos No Yes Yeos No Yeos Yos Yeos Yos
Floride Yos Yes Yeos Yos No Yeos Yes Yes No
Georgla Yos Yes ! Yes Yeos Yes Yos Yes Yeos Yes
Guam No
Hawall Yes No No Yeos No No Yeos Yes . No
1daho o'
1 inols Yos No No No No Yeos Yeos Yeos Yeos
indisna Yeos No No No No Latest only No Mo No
lowa Yos No Yeos Yes Yes Latest only Yeos Yes Yes
Kansas Yoo No No Yes Yes Latest only Yos Yeos Yes
Kentucky Yes No No Yos No No No Yeos Yeos
Loulsiane Yes No Yes Yes Yeos Yes Yos Yes Yes
Malne Yes No Yes Yeos No Yeos Yeos No No
Mary!and Yeou No No No No No Yeos No No
Massachusetts Yos o Yos Yos Yes' No Yos Yeos Yos
Michligan Yeos No Yes Yeos Yes Yos Yos Yeos Yeos 2
Minnesata Yos® Ho o o Yes Yes Yes Yes Yos
Mississippl Yos No No No Yos "o Yas K Yas?
Missour| Yos Mo No No Yes Yes Yeos Yeos Yas
Montans Yes No No No Yos No Yos Yeos Yes
Nabrasha ch3 No No Yos No No Yeos Yes Yes
Nevade Yos No Yes Yos Yos Yos Yeos Yos Yos
New Hempshire Yas No No No No No Yeos No No
New Jorsey No
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e —————

Clalms Calculation of Calculation of Deduction ot Malntenance of Maintenance of Malintenance of

Process Is Amount of Amount of Recoupment Amount Generation of History of History of Cinim Payments History of Claim

Automated Overis R, t From | Dy d Letters Case Actions Recoupment Other Poyments Suspens lons
Jurisdiction (93,09 (93,05) 93,07) Q3,07) (93.07) (Q3,08) (Q3,08) (Q3,08) (Q3.08)
New Maxlco Yeos Yes Yos Yeos Yes Yos Yes Yes Yeos
New York Yos? No Yos Yes No Yes Yes Yes Ho
North Carol Ina Yos No Yes Yoy Yes Yos Yeos Yos Yes
Onfo No
Ok | ahome Yos No Yes Yes No No Yos Yos No
Oregon Yoy No Yes Yos Yes Yeos Yos Yes Yos
Pennsyivania Yes No Mo No Yeos Latest only Yes Yes Yes
Rhode 1sland Yos No Yos Yos No Latest only Yes Yos No
South Carol ina Yos Yeos Yes Yeos No Yes Yes Yes Yos
South Dekota Yeos No Yes Yeos No Yes Yeos Yeos Yas
Tennasses No 2 2
Texas Yos No Yes Yes Yeos Letest only Yeos Yeos Yes
Utah Yeos No Yes Yes No No Yes Yeos Yes
Yermont Yos No Yos Yes Yos Yeos Yos Yos Yes
Virginia Yeos No No No No Yes Yos Yos Tes
vVirgin Isisnds Yos Yeos Yeos Yes Yos No No No No
Washington Yes No Yos Yeos Yeos Yeos Yos Yos Yos
Wast Virginls Yos No Yas Tos No No Yos No Mo
Wisconsin Yeos Yos Yeos Yeos Yeos No No No Yes

[ Wyoming Yes No No Yos No Yes Yes Yos Yeos

DK « informetion not avallable at time of Interview,
'Tt- response |s positive tor nonfravd overissuances snd/or clalms only,
¢ response {s positive for treud (or suspected treud) overlissuances and/or clalms only,
sutomated clalas collection system does not cover the entire state,
‘Alfho\mh not sutamated at the time of the interview, some components of the claims collection process were inciuded in the new computer system that was Installed In November 1986.



TABLE A4

THE USE OF SUMMARY AND STATUS REPORTS IM THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE

Table of Contents

Production
Frequency with Rowtine Reports of st Least
Routine Which Most of Genersl Rout ine Reports on the Status of Goneral One Set of
Summery Rout tne Summery the Summery Distributlon on the Stetus of Individusl Coses Olstridbution Status
Reports Reports Prepered Reports sre ot Susmery individus! Cases Propered by of Status Reports ls
Are Prepared by Stage of Process Preparad RAaports Prepared State of Process Reports Autoneted
Jurlsdiction Q2.00) (Qz2.01) $Q2,01) 192.01) (Q5.14) (93.13) 103,13 103,13%)
Alabons You R,E,C0,8 L] AL,AS,CS Yos R|E,D AL,AS,CL You
Alaska Yos 1,.0.8 L] AS,CS Yeos R .E.D2 CS,F$ Yos
Al zone Yo R L,ECS ] AL,AS,CL,.CS Yeos R,E,D AS . CS Yos
Arkansas Yos R,),ELC,D,S L] AL, AS,CS,FS Yos R.E,D CS,FS Yos
Colorado Yas c " As,.C Ho
Connect fcut Yeu R.EC M AL AS Yos €0 AL ,AS No
Delavare You £.C ] AS No
Disteict of Columbia Yoa R,1,E,C0,8 L] AS,C5,FS No
Fioride Tos abived s " A5.,00,FD Yos £.D L) Yos
Georgla You R,1,£,C " AL ,AS No
Guam Yes f,0,6,C,0,5 Q CS,FS o
Hawel | Yes 1,6, “ AS,FS Yes r',e' 0! s Yes
ideho No Mo
ittinols You R,1,E,C.D.S L CS,FS No
indiane VYos R,1,E,CD "0 AS Yos 1] AS No
owe Yeu €,C,0,8 “ AL AS,CS Yas €,0 s Yau
Konsas You E,C.D,S ] AD,AS Yos E,D AL, AD ,AS Yes
Kentocky You R,t,E,C.D M AS,CS You R,E cs No
Loulslane Yo €.C,0,$ L] CS,FS Yes R.ED CS,FS Yeos
Msine o No
Mary | and L " o
Hassachusetts Mo You R.E AL,AS CS Yes
Michigen Yeos t.cos ] AL ASCL.CS FL FS  Yes €D AL AS.CL.CS FL.FS Yes
Hinnesots Yo E.D.S “ AL AS Yos E.D A Yos
Mississippl Ton 1.ECD,S ] AL AD AS.FS No
Hissourl AL ) RiECOS " AL.FO Yo RED AL FO Yo
Montens Yos €C0.8 L] AL CS Yeos £o AL Yos
Mebrasks Yos ALCDS ] AL AS Yes RED AL AS Yeos
Nevada o Yos 3 cL.cs Yos
Now Hempshire You R 1,6ECO [ ] AS.CS F8 No
Now Jersey Yeos c " AS CL Yeos R.E.D AS L Yeos




TABLE A.4 (continued)

Table of Contents

Production
Frequency wlth Routine Reports of at Lesst
Routline Which Most of Generat Routine Reports on the Status of General One Set of
Summary Routine Symesry the Summery Distribution on the Status of individual Cases Distribution Status
Reports Reports Prepared Reports are of Summary Individual Cases Prepered by of Status Reports s
Are Prepared by Stege of Process Prepared Reports Prepared State ot Process Reports Autometed
Jurisdiction 192.00) Q2,013 Q2,01) {g2.01) (03,14} (Q3.1%) 193,13 $Q3,13)
How Nexico Yor R,EC W AL,AS,CS Yoy R,E Y AS,CL You
MNew York Yes €.0,5 L] AL,AS,CL,CS,FL No
North Ceroline Yes E,C.S L] AL,AS No
Onlo o Yo R,€.0 AS Yo
Ox | ahome Yeou R,1,E,C,S L] CS,FS No
Oregon Yeos R,E,C,D,S L] AL,ND,CS Yos R,E,D AL ,AD,AS,CS Yeos
Penasylvania Yeos R,C L a,cs No
Rhode 151end Yor ra'e,c0 " cs Ho
South Caroline Yos R,1,E,C,D,8 " AL ,AS Yos R,E,D AL,AS [
South Dakota Yos £,0.0,5 L] AL,AD,CD,CS Yos R,E cD,Cs Yes
Teanassee Mo No
Toxms Yae R,1,6%,C.0,8 " AD,AS You e,o! AS,C0,FS Yos
Utah You R,4,E,C,D,S " cL,Cs You R,E o.,cs Yes
Vermont Yo m,E,C0,8 M ALLAS Yo R.E,D ALLAS No
virgiale You E.C.8 n '8 You E A Yeas
Yirgin isionds No Yos E,0 (o] fou
Vashington Yes t,€,C,8 " AS,CS,FS L
West Yirginis Yos R,1,E,CD " AD,CS o
¥isconsin No No
Myoming You EC [} N Yas E0 AL Yas
KEY: Stage of Process Frequency: M o At least sonthly Olstribution: A = Agency Stage of Process
for Sumesry Reports: R« Reterral Q = Quarteriy C « Cieima/Coliaction Unit for Status Reports: R = Reterrsi
I = Investigation I = trreguisr F » Frauwd/investigation Unit E = Establishasnt
£ « Extab!iphaant D = Delinguent Clains
C » Coflections For esch of the sbove,
D = Delinguent Clalms code whether it Is;
$§ = Suspension/Termination L = Locel /County

X = information not svallsbie

ot time of Interview,

Yeraud (or suspected frewd) ceses only,

travd cases only,

D = District/Raglon

S = State
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TABLE A.5

STAFF TRAINING, AVAILABILITY OF MANUALS, AND THE USE OF
TIME LIMITS IN THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE

Table of Contents

Pxtent of Written
Tralning Manual Established
Training in Claims on Claims Time Established
in Claims Processes Process Limits for Time Limits
Collection and Bmphasis of Available Processing by Stage
Process Procedures Training to Staff Claims of Process
Jurisdiction (Q2.02) (Q2.03) (Q2.04) (Q2.05) (Q2.07) (Q2.07)
Alabama Yes R,T R Yes Yes 2 »E
Alaska No Yes No
Arizona No No Yes R,1
Atkansas Yes N,R,T D Yea Yes R,1, Ez .c‘
Colorado Yesn N,T D,1 Yes No
Connecticut Yes N,R,T D Yes No
Delaware Yes N,T DR Yea No
District of Columbia Yes N,R,T D,C,R Yesn No
Florida Yes N,T Varie33 Yesn Yes R,I,Ez
Georgla Yes N,R,T D Yes Yes E
Guam Yes N,R,T D Yes Yes R
Hawail Yes N,R,T IR Yes No
I1daho Yes N,T C Yes Yes E,C
Il11inois Yes N,R,T D Yes Yes R,1,E,C
Indiana No Yes No
Iowa Yes N,R,T R Yes No
Kansas Yes T 1 Yes No
Kentucky Yes N,T P,D Yesn Yes R,I,E
Louisiana Yes N,T R Yen Yes R,E,C
Maine Yes N,R,T D,C Yes No
Maryland Yes N,R,T R Yes Yea P 1o
Massachusetts Yes N,T R No Yes R,"'I*,E°,C
Michigan Yes N,R,T D Yen No
Minnesota Yes N,R,T R Yes No
Misaiasippi Yes N,R,T R Yes No
Missouri Yes N,T D Yes Yes R,I,E,C
Montana No Yes No
Nebraska No Yes No
Nevada Yes N,R,T D Yes Yes R,I,E
Nev Hampshire Yes N,R,T IR Yes No
New Jersey Yes N,R,T R Yes No
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TABLE A.5 (continued)

Table of Contents

Extent of Written
Training Manual Established
Training in Claims on Claims Time Established
in Claims Procesases Process Limits for Time Limits
Collection and BEnphasis of Available Processing by Stage
Process Procedures Training to Staff Claims of Process
Jurisdiction (Q2.02) (Q2.03) (Q2.04) (Q2.05) {(Q2.07) (Q2.07)
New Mexico Yes N,T Dn,1 Yes No
New York Yes N,T D,R Yes No
North Carolina Yes N,R,T D,C Yes No
Ohio Yes N,R,T Varies’ Yes No
Oklahoma Yes N,R,T P,D Yes No
Oregon Yes N,T D,I1,C Yes Yes R,1,C
Pennsylvanis Yes N,T I,R Yes No
Rhode Island Yes N,T D,R Yes No
South Carolina Yesn N,R,T Varies Yes Yes R,I,E,C
South Dakota Yes N,R,T 1,C Yes Yes R,E,C
Tennesses Yes N,R,T h] Yes Yes IIB.C
Texas Yes N,T Varies Yes Yes E
Utah Yas N,R,T C,R No No
Vermont Yes N,R,T b,R Yes Yes I,E
Virginia Yesn N,T Varies Yes No
Virgin Islands Yes N,R,T C,R No No
Washington Yes N,R,T D,R Yes Yes E,C
West Virginia Yesn N,R,T R Yes No
Wisconsin Ro Yes No
Wyoming Yes N,T pP,C Yes Yes I,E

KEY: Extent of Training:

Bmphasis of Training:

Stage of Process:

ZNonfraud cases only.

N
R
T
P
D
I
c
R
R
1
E
C

Training for new hires
Refreaher training
Retraining (as needed)

Prevention of overissuances
Detection of overissuances
Investigation methods
Collection methods
Regulations and procedures

Referral
Investigation
Establighment
Collections

lpeaud (or suspected fraud) cases only.

The emphasis of the training varies across the state and/or across units.
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THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE TRACKING $YSTEM USED YO MONITOR INDIVIDUAL CASES IN THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS. BY STATE

TABLE A.6

Table of Contents

Establ Ished Tracking System includes the Monitoring of (Q3.10):

Tracking Computer  Other Tracking

System Match Apparant Established Claim Suspended Disqualified System Is
Jurisdiction (Q3.09) Hits Over | Referrals Investigations Ciaims Collections Claims Individuals Automated
Alabama Yeos No No Yos No Yes Yeos Yeos No Yos
Alaska Yos No No No No Yos Yes Yes Yeos Yeos
Arizona Yes No Yos Yos Yos Yeos Yos Yes Yes Yes
Arkansas Yos No No Yes Yos Yeos Yes Yeos No Yes
Colorado Yos No No No No Yeos Yos Yes Yos
Connecticut Yeos Yos Yos Yos Yos! Yos' Yos Yeos Portiat
Delavare Yeos No Yos No Yes ! Yes Yos Yeos Yos Partial
Drstrict of Columbia Yos Yes No Yes Yes Yeos Yos Yes Partial
Florida Yeos Yos Yes Yos Yeos Yos Yos Yes No Yes
Georgla Yo No No No No Yes Yeos Yeos Yes Yeos
Guam You No No Yes Yeos Yos Yeos Yos Yos No
Hawal | Yos Yos Yos Yeos Yes Yes Yes Yoy No Partial
idaho Yo No Yes Yes Yos Yeos Yos Yos Yos No
Iitinols Yos Yes No Yeos Yo Yes Yes Yes Yeos Yeos
Indisna Yos Yos No Yos' Yeos Yeos! Yeos No Yos Ho
lown Yos Yes Yeos No [ ] Yos Yos Yes No Pertlasl
Kansas Yos No No No No Yos Yes Yes Yes Yos
Kentucky Yos Yes Yeos Yos No Yas Yos Yas Yes Partial
Loulislana Yos Mo No Yos No Yas Yos Yes Yas Yeos
Malne Yos Yes Yos Yes You Yes Yos Yes Yes Partlal
Maryland Yes Yes Yeos Yes Yos Yas Yos Yeos Yeos No
Massachusetts Yes Yes Yos No No Yeos Yes Yos Yos Yes
Michigan Yeos No No Yos Yeos Yeos Yeos Yos No Partial
Minnesota Yes No No No No Yes Yos Yes No Yes
Mississippl Yeos Yos Yos Yos Yes Yeos No Yeos Yeos No
Missouri Yes Yos Yes Yeos You Yeos Yos Yes Yeos Yes
Mon tana Yeos Yes Yos Yeos Yes Yeos Yos Yos Yes Partial
Nebraska Yes Yeos No No No Yos Yos Yes Yeos Yos
Nevads Yos No No No Yes Yos Yeos Yeos Yos Yeos
New Hempshire Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yeos Yes Yos Yeos No
New Jorsey Yeos Yeos Yeos Yos Yes Yos Yes Yeos Yeos No
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TABLE A.6 {(cont|nued)

Table of Contents

Estabi | shed Trecking System Includes the Monitoring of (03.10):

Tracking Computer  QOther Tracking

System Match Apparent Established Claim Suspended Olsqualitied System Is
Jurisdiction (03.09) Hits Over Issuances Reterrasis Investigations Claims Colliections Clalms Individuals Automated
New Mexlco Yes Yas Yeos No No Yos Yes Yeos No Yos
Now York Yeoa Yos Yoy Yeos Yeos Yes Yeos No No Partial
North Carollina Yeos No No No No Yeas Yos Yos Yeos Yeos
Ohlo Yes Yos Yes No No Yes No No Yeos No
Ok | ahoma Yos Yeos Yos Yes Yos Yes Yes Yes No Partial
Oregon Yes Yes Yes Yo' Yes Yos Yeos Yos Yos Yes
Pannsylvania Yes No No Yes Yos Yos Yes Yos No Yos
Rhode Isiand Yos Yos o Yeos Yos! Yes Yeos Yos Yes Portlal
South Carolina Yos No No Yeos Yas Yes Yeos Yos No Yos
South Dakote Yes No No Yeos Yos Yos Yeos Yas Yes Partlal
Tennesses No
Texas Yes No No No Vos' Yos Yos Yeos Yeos Yeos
Utah Yes Yos Yos Yes No Yos Yos Yes Yeos Partial
Yermont Yeos Yos Yeos Yas Yas Yas Yes Yes Yes Partlal
Virginia Yes N o o Yes' No Yos Tos Yos Partial
Virgin isiands Yes No No No No Yeos Yes No No Yeos
Washington Yeos Yos Yeos Yos Yeos Yeou Yes Yes Yeos Poartiai
West Virginla Yeos No Yes Yas Yos Yos Yos Yes Yos Partial
Wisconsin You No No Yeos Yos Yes Yos Yos Yos Partlat
Wyoming Yos Yos Yeos No Mo Yos Yeos Yes Yeos Partiel

Yhe response |s positive tor frawd (or suspected fraud) overissuances and/or claims onty,
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TABLE A7

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF ADDITIONAL METHODS USED IN MONITORING INDIYIDUAL CASES [N THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE

Table of Contents

System for Signalling Flsgs Are Functional System for
Stett That a Case System of Flags Systes of Parmanently Lavel of Statt Aging by System tor
Neeods Further Attention Used by Status Flags |s Attached to to de Alerted System for Status of Aqing Is
is Usad of Cinilm Mtomated Cose Flin By Flags Aging Cialms Clalw Automated
Jur lsdiction 103,11} (03,12) 1Q3,12) {03.12) © (Q3,12) (Q3,16) 03,11 (03, 18)
Alsbams Yoo R,A,D,S Yos You AL o
Alasks Yoo AD,S Yes Yos AL,CS No
Ar | zona No Yo 1] Yeor
Arkansus Yos R No Yos AL Yos 0,R,1,0,5 Yos
Colorsdo You A0 No You AL Yos s No
Connect lcut Ho Yes 0,8 Partial
Delavare You R,AD Yeos Yos AL,CS No
District ot Colusble ™ You 10,52 [
Flor lde Yes R,A No Yeos AL Yeos R,1,D Yes
Guorgla Yoo A0S Yeou Yes A Yos R,D,S Yos
Gue You LA "o Yes cs "o
Howa ! Yeos AD Yes You ALFS No
1daho Yoo R,AD Pertial Some A Mo
fllimoly Mo No
indtene o AD No Tes [’y Mo
town No L
Konses No You o,s Yor
Kanfuchy m R,A,D,S Partlet Yes AL o
Louisiong You R|A.o,s Yo Yos CS,FS You 0,8 Partiai
Malne You R Yes Yes AL ,CS,FS No
Mary 1and [ Yo s o
Massechusetty Yos A5 Yo Yo A Yeos 0,R,1,0,8 Partlel
Michigen o No
Minoesots You Vor ln, No
Misslissippl Yos R,AD oK Mo A Mo
Missour| Yo3 R,A,0,8 Yos Yos M, FO Yos 0,R,1,0,% \C Y
Hontane Yos RALS o You Y ™
Nebrasha Mo You 0,8 Partiel
Nevode You AD,S Yos Yos ALLCL Mo
Now Hampshlre Yan RA No Yoe ALLCS No
New Jorsey Yos RAD,S N You a,n Ho
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TABLE A,7 (continued)

Table of Contents

Systam for Signailing Flaqs Are Functlonal Systam for
Statt Thet @ Cese System of Flags System of Permansatiy Level of Statf Aging by System for
Needs Furthar Attention tised by Status Flags Is Attached To 10 be Alertad Systes tor Status of Aaing Vs
1s Used of Clalm Auytong ted Case Flie By Flags Aging Clalms Clalm Autometed
Jurisdiction (03,11) 103,12) 103,12) 03,12) (03,12) (03,16) {Q3,17) (Q3,18)
Now Max|co No o
New York No You 0,8 No
Nor #h Cerollne Yes AD Yeos No ALLAS [ -3
onlo Yo R,A No Yeos AL Yos 0,R,S No
Ox | shoms Yeos R,S No Yo AL Mo
Oreqon You R,AD,S Yes You AL,AD,AS,CS Yos 0,5 Yos
Pennsylivanla Mo Yeos R,1,0,$ Yos
Rhode islend Yeor AS No Yes AL,CS,FS Yos 0,$ Partiatl
South Ceroline Yor /,A,8 Ho Yeos AL Yos 0,R,1,D,$ You
South Dekota Yos R,A,D Yas Yeos AL CO Yos R,D,S Yoz
Tonnessee No No
Toxas Yos r',A,0 Partiel o ALLFS Yos /', 0V ,0! Yos
Utah Yos R! Yos * a o
VYermont You R,A,0,8 Yoo Yo AL,AS o
Virginta You n,s Partis} Yoo ALLCL,FL No
Virain 1slands Yoo n'la "o o N "o
washlngton You R,A Partiat Yoa AL,CS No
west Virginia Yos R,A0,8 No Yan AL No
Wsconsin You ®,0,5 Partial [ A o
Wyontng Yos A0S No Ho AL No
KEY: Status of Clalm R = Ratferral Functiona! Level: A = Agescy Stetus of Clalm tor Aglag: O = Apparent Overissusnce

tor Fluge

A * Active Clale
0 * Delinquent Clalm
4 = Suspendad Clalm

'Tho response refers to cases of traud (or suspected fraudl only,
Ztne response refers to cases of nonfraud only,
Sthe system of 71aqs used veries across the state,

C » Clalma Unit
F = Freud/investigations Unit

For each of the above,
code whether It Is:

L » Locel/County

0 = District/Reglon

S = State

R = Referral
| » investigation

0 = Oelinquent Clale
$ = Suspended Clsim
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RANKING OF THE MOST EFFECTIVE METHOOS USED IN THE DETECTION OF OVERRISSUANCES BY STATE

TABLE A.8

Table of Contents

Computer Metchieg Dupi icate Hotline/ Special tntormetion informetion
Weges Unsernsd Resources Participstion Error Prone informel internal  QC Recertitication tnvestigetion ftrom Other trom
Jurisdiction Incoms Check Protiies Complaints  Audit Roview Ruview Units Agencles_ Reciplent Other
Alabess 1 1 7 8 6 3 9 ] 4
Alasks 4 s 6 ? a 3 2 1 10 9
Ar i zona 2 7 L] 4 ] ] [ 1 3
Arkansos 2 X 3 X X ' X X X
Colorado 2 3 10 L] ) 4 1 S 9 6
Connact icut 1 X X 3 X X 2 X 3
Oelavars X } X X X ) 4 X X X
Oistrict ot Columble } 3 12 10 ] u [] ? 2 4 * [
Floride 1 2 to 7 9 E] 3 q 8 [
Georgla 1 3 8 - 10 4 7 2 9 []
Guam [} X 2 1 3 [ 4
Howa!t L ] [ ] 2 3 1 3 L} 7 L}
idaho 3 X x 4 3 2 X 1
11lnels 2 3 x x x ‘ ' x X s 6
Indiena ' 4 2 1 s 3 62
|onn 1 1 2 8 3 L) L} 9 4
Kanseas ] ] X x X 2 X 4 X X X 5
Kentucky ' ® 9 " . s 2 1 0 s s>
Lou!siana 1 3 L3 4 X X 2 X X X
ine 3 ] [} 2 L] 9 4 ? 1
Haryiend ] 8 7 10 ¥ 4 2 5 6
Massachunratts [} 6 é 1 4 12 3 9 3 2 10 1"
Michigen ] 7 10 3 4 6 1 8 9 2
Hinnesota 3 4 9 L] " 7 2 i 10 L] 3
Mississipp) 2 L} ? 4 L] 9 1 9 3
“hasour ] ] ) 9 ] 6 (] 3 10 2 "
Nontana | 2 10 7 6 1] 3 4 s 9 ]
NHebrashs 3 T 4 1 3 2 1 ° s 6
Hevads 1 9 L 4 [ ] 3 2 L] b
How Humpshire t 6 3 2 4 3
Mew Jorsey J 3 10 7 5 9 2 L] ] 4
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TABLE A8 {continued}

Table of Contents

Computer Matehing Dup! icate Hotl Ine/ Speciat information Informetion

Weges Unsernad Resources Participation Error Prome  Informal interna)l QC facartificetion Invastigation trom Other trom
Jurisdiction 1ncome Chack Protllss Complisints  Audit Roview Review Units _Agencles Reciplent Other
How Wexlco 1 [ 10 7 6 12 . 2 " [} 3 P
New York 4 X X 2 ? L] ] 8 1 3 9 0
Horth Cerolina 5 ] b § 1 X X x 1 ]
Ohilo 2 4 7 [] 1 L] 3
On i shomn 3 1 4 1 1 L] 2 8 L] 9 10
Oregon ' 2 [] 3 10 1 [} ) 3 s
Pecnaylvanie 3 x X LS 2 1 X X X
Rhode Inland 3 4 s ) 1 1 ' ] 1 s Pr
South Carciina 1 X 3 X X 2 X 3 3
South Dakots ’ 3 9 10 ] 7 3 & 1 4 2
Tennessee ] 3 X % X X 1 3 X ) 8
Texes 1 9 4 L] 8 ] 2 1 3
Utah 3 8 4 1 ] 10 7 2 9 s
Yormont X 3 x X 2 3 1 X 4
Virglale 1 . " 10 1 . s v s 2,9
Yirgin Isiends 3 3 H 1 4
washington \ 1} [ ? 2 5 [ [ 4 0
vest Virginia 1 ] ] ] ] 1 ] 1 9? [
Wisconsin 2 X X X 1 X 5 x X
Wyomlng 1 3 6 7 4 L 2

NOTE: This fable Is besed upon 04.00.

KEY: ¥-10 » Rank order of offectiveness

] » Mathod Is ueed, tut wes not remked

Computer muteh with credit bucssy tiles,
Special cas® reviess,

Supervivary review,

Doy 1o day sctivities of the ceseworher,

uonusl tank mateh.
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TARLE A9

THE ORGANIZATION AND STRUCTURE OF THE INVESTIGATION STAGE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE

Table of Contents

Functional Level

investigetion tncludes

Relative Emphesis

of Statt Time Period Over Search for Additional on Fraud and
Responsible for Which Overlssuance Errors end/or Progrem Referral for Frawd Nonfrawd Cases In
Investiqations Is Calculated (Yesrs) Vielatlions Investiqation Made investigation end
{0509 (03,09} (03,100 Prior to Any Estebl Ishaent
Suspected Suspected Suspected Investigation Eftorts
durisdiction Fraud Non treud fraw Nonfraud Frawd Montrauwd tgs.on (015.03)
Alabome A AL 6 6 Yos Yas No Fraud
Alasks FS AL L] 1 Yot No Yas No ditference
Arlzons FS AL o x Yeos Yes No Fraod
Arkensss A AL L !2 3 Yes No Mo Fraud
Colorado f A 6 ] Yeos Yos Yeos Fraud
Connect feut Fs a,cs vortes® Vories® no [ “o Froud
Oulwnars F$ A ] 1 Yeos Yos No No difterence
Oistrict of Columble FS cs 3 ] Yos Yeos No No ditterence
Florlde L) @ s 12,4 Yos Yos Yos Froud
Georgis M FS A & 1 Yes Yeos No Fraud
Guam CS,FS CS,Fs [ 1 You Yos Yeos Fraud
Hawat AL FS A [ 1 1 No No No Frauvd
idshe ALFS A L] 1 Yos Yeos Yos No ditterence
Miincls MLCS,FS  ALFS veries? s No no ™ "o ditterence
{ondlane L8 A [} [} Yes Yes No N difference
Yown rs n varies® vorles? No no Mo Fravd
Kanses A, FD N 3 3 Yeos Yos No Mo ditterence
Kentucky MLCLFS AL [ 2 Yos No No Mo dltference
Lovislone o A ] [] Yeos Yeos Mo Mo dittersnce
wine ALFS ™ Vorles® y Yos Yos Yos Nontraud
Moryioné A FS M FS L] ] Yeos Yos No No ditterence
Nessachusetts CS,FS A [ L No o Yos No dl tterence
Michigen ALLFL,FS AL QL [} 1 o [ Yo No difterence
Minnesots AL, FL A [) ' Yos Yeu Yeos No difterence
Misslssippt AL,CS M LCS [ 4 You Yo Yeos Fraud
Missour ! m ) 5,72 Open? Yes Yos Yo Mo ditterence
Mon tene A A L] é Yeos You .3 Nontraud
Nebraska ¥$ AL ] ] You Yen Yoo Mon traud
Novede a.n a [ ] Yeos Yos No Fraud
Now tmmpshire FS cs [} 1 Yeos Mo Yes Mo ditterence
New Jorsey 148 [~ % 6 [ Yeos Yos No Montreud
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TABLE A.9 (continued)

Table of Contents

T ) Functional Level - T T *Tnunlgnﬂnn Includes - - "T&m Emphasis
of Statt Time Porlod Over Search for Additions! on Freud end
Responsidie tor wnich Overissusnce Errors snd/or Program Referral tor Frawd Nontrawd Cases In
Investigetions is Colculated (Years) Viotations Investigstion Made investigation snd
£0%.0%) (Q%.09) 193, 10) Prior to Any Establ ahmant
Suspected Suspected Suspacted Investigation Efforts

Jurisdiction Fraud Non treud Fraw Nonfreud Fraud Non freud (Q5.01) Q3,09

Nee Mexloo A A L] [} Yas Yes Yos No ditference

New Tork ALFL AL FL [} 1 Tos Yos o N ditterence

North Caroling AL,PL AL,CL s 1 Yo Yo Yo No difterence

Ohlo [~§ AL [ t Yas No No Fraud

Ok i shome AL FS AL v.rlor" t Yos Yos No No dlfterence

Ocagon 0,C5 NS 6 L3 Yo Yoy Yos Fraud

Pennsyivanls a [+ o ox Yas No No Fraud

Rhode Islend ALLCS, AL,CS [ ] Yos Yos Yeos No difterence
FS,\S "

South Ceroline a -8 [ 1,6 Yos Yeos No No ¢itterence

South Dahats AL N L] 1 You Yeu You No ditterence

Tennesses L A ] t Yos No You No difterence

Toxas 148 A L] 6 Yas Yes No Fraud

Utek ALCL AL ] [] Tos Yas No HO di{terence

Vermont r5 A 3 ! Yon Yos You Mo difference

Vieginta CL. M AL L] t Ton Yes No Froud

virgin iniends 5,18 [+ ] Vorles® Vories® No No Yes Frawd

washington L] o [ 2 [ No Yos No d1 f ference

west Yirginia cﬁ'l'! cs vories® Vories® Yas Yos Yes Fraud

w!sconsln AL AL ] 1 Yos Yos No Na di¢teremce

Myoming LY AL L] 6 Yeou Yos Mo No difterence

KEY: Functional Level: A « Agescy

C = Clalms/Col tections nit

F o Fraud/Investigation Unit

L = Lege) Authority

for esch of the sbove,

code whather it 1s;
L = Local /County

0 = District/Reglon
$ = State

Hbis reters 1o o freed investigator within the office ruther then a specisiizred fraud unit,

27». tiest tigure reters to suspacted traud pursuved throwgh criminal proceadings. the second to suspacted fraud pursued through sdministretive disqualificetion hesrings.

‘Thc overissusnce mount is calculeted over the Tyl period of the arror even [t the time perlod Is greater than six yesrs.
The first tigure refers 10 over lssuences due 1O sgency error the second to over| due to
No estadl ished guldetines,

hotd error.
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TABLE A,10

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INVESTIGATION STAGE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE

Methods Used (n the investigetion of the Cialm
and An Estimation ot Thelr Frequency of Use

Characteristics of

Suspected fraud (Q3,18) Nonfraud (Q5,11) Existence of System for Case Which Increase
Not Not Prioritizing Cases Likel Ihood of Iavestigation
Always Always Always Always Suspected Fraud Non traud Suspected Fraud Non traud

Jurisdiction Used Used Used Used (05,19) (Q5,12) (0%,20) (Q5,13)
Alabame c,1,7 H c,1,T7 H No No
Alaska C.H,T 1,F ¢ 1M, T Yes No W,P,N,D,0,R
Ar (zong [+ ¢ i1,.F [ 1,H,T Yos No N,D,Q,R
Arkensas c £,H,T,F c 1,M,7,08 Yes o 0,0,R
Colorado c,v 1 H,F ¢ 1LH,T Yes Yos N,A,D,Q,R E,N,A,D
Connecticut c,T [ 1,H,T No No
Dolaware [+ I,H,T c 1,H,T Yeos Yos D,0,R D
District ot Columbia c 1, H,T,F C, H,T . Yes Yos P,N,D,Q,R N
Florlds R H,F c T Yes Yos W,0,0.R E,N,A,0
Georalte c,| H,T,F c 1,7 Yos No A,D,Q.R
Guom c.0' 1LHT,F c,0 R No No
Hawei | c,I,T H,F [ 1,4,T Yos No AD,Q,R
Idaho ¢ 1,4,T,F c 1,H,T N Yos E,N,A,D
11inols ¢ 1LH,T c 1LH,T Yeos No H,P,N,A,0,0,R
Indlana R 1,F,08 ¢,T I No No
lows c,T 1,H,f c 1,H,T No o
Kanses c,T 1M, F c T Yos No N,D,Q,R
Kentucky C,l,T [ ] T No No
Louislana c,! H,T,F [ 1,7 No No
Maine c 1,H,T c 1,1,T No No
Mery i and c,T L] c,T Yeos Yos N,D,Q,R N,A,D
Massachusetts C T [+ Yes No 0,0,R
Michigan [+ 1,H,T,F [ 1,7 Yes No D,Q,R
Minnesota c,T 1,H,F (] H,T Yes Yeos N, ALDQ,R N,A,D
Mississippl ¢ )LH,TF c 1,4,T,0% No No
Missourl c,7 1,H,F c,T \ Yes Yes N,D,Q 0
Montana c,T 1,H,F [ 1,H,T Yeos Yes P.A,D.Q,R H,P,N,AD
Nebraske c 1,H,T c 14,7 Yeos No N,0,0,R
Nevade C,T 1,H,F c,7 1,H Yes Yes N,A,D,Q,R N,A,D
Now Hempshire c,T 1,H,F c Yeos No P,N,A,D,Q,R

Nev Jersey c,! H,T,F c 1LH,T Yeos Yes N,A,D,Q,R E,N,A,D
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TABLE A,10 (continued)

Table of Contents

Methods Used In the Investigation of the Claim
end An Estimation of Their Frequency of Use

Suspected Fravd (03,18)

Nonfraud (Q5,11)

Existence of System for

Characteristics of
Case Which Incresse

Not Not Prioritizing Cases Likelihood of investigation
Aluays Always Alweys Always Suspected Fraud Non traud Suspected Fraud Nontraud

Jurlsdiction Used Used Used Used (05.19) 1Q5.12) (Q5.20) (95.13)
New Mexico [»] H,T,F c,! H,T No No
MNew York C,7 1,H,F C,! H,T No No
North Caroline 1,H,T,F c 1,H,T Yes Yes D 1]
Ohlo C,1,F T c,li Yes You P,N,A,D,Q,R PNAD
Ok | showe c,t 1M c,T 1,H Yes Yos H,N,A,D,Q,R €,N,A,D,0
Oregon [ 1, H,T,F c T Yes No P,N,A,D,Q,R
Pennsylvania c T,F (o} 1,7 Yes No Q,R
Rhode Island c 1,P.M,T,F [ 1,H,T,P No No
South Carollins c 1,H,T c i,H,T No Yos H
South Dekote C,t,T H c,P 1 No No
Tennessee C,1 M7 Cc No No
Tones C,) H,T,F [ 1,H,T Yos No H,0,0,R
Utah c 1,H,T,F c 1LH,T No Mo
Vermont CoM,T I1,F 4 [ 1,H,T No No
Virginis c,T 1,H,F,0 [} 1,4,T Yes . Yeos P,D,Q,R P,A,D
Virgin islands C, A H,T F C,i,T H No Yes D
Washington c VLHT,F c T Yos Yos N,0,0,R A.0,0°
West Virginla C,i,7 (3 c 1,7.0° Yeos Yeos 0,9,R £,AD
wWisconstn c 1,H,T c 1M, T No No
Wyomling c 1,H,T,F,0° c ) Yos No 0,0,R

KEY: Methods:

1

C = Case ftile raview

{ » in=oftice interview

P = Telephone Interview

H » Mome visit

T = Third-party contacts

F » Forensic investigations
0 = Other

Record check in snother progrem's case records,

Computer match,
Error due to unreported (ncome,
Reterrsl to prosscutor for more thorough investigation,
Costs of follow-up,
tal evaluation of client.
Duplicate participstion check,

Charscteristics of Cese:

H = Age/health/employment status of cllient
P = PA housebold

£ » Household error

N = Recent error/cialm

A = Active cese

D = Dolisr smount

Q = Quaillty of evidence

R = Repeat oftender/t{lagrent violation

0 = Other
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TABLE A 11

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ESTABLISHMENT STAGE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS Y STATE

Ranking of Methods Used in the Use of Managesent Functional Level of Stett Responsibie
Estabiishmont of Frawd Cialms (06,00) Review of Dscision for Notitying Household of the Clelm (Q6.08)
Olsguatitication Administrative valver fectars Entering Inte the To Establish the Fraud
Criminel Consent Disqusiitication of Oeciston fo Reter a Case _Cilalm (06,03) ___ Court-
Jurisdiction Prosecution _ Agreswent Hear Ing Mearing _ for Prosecution (Q6.03) Froud Nontraud Establ ishag Other Nont raud
Alsbess 2 3 1 4 D.R,F Yo Yo L5 A AL
Alaska 3 t 4 2 0.F Yo Yeos S 127 cs
Arizons 4 2 3 1 b Yes Yes (83 cs cs
Arkensas 3 ] \ 2 0.R.F No Yes LS cs cs
Coloredo 2 3 1 D,f Yes Yos oL, (-8 cL
Connecticut 1 3 ? 4 D,F,5,H Yeos Yeosu is FS AL
Delaware x x! x x! D.R,F [ [ (TR cs.LS cs
District of Colwmbia ' 4 2 3 D.R.F Yeos No LS cs cs
Floride 1 4 2 3 D,R,F Yos Yeos [+ N T3] [+1] co
Georgla 2 ] 3 4 D.R,F, No No LS FS Autometed
Guam 3 4 1 2 DM No Mo F$ FS FS
Hawe !l 3 4 2 1 D.R.F No Mo F$ AL AL
1daho 3 [ 2 D,A.F Yeos Yeou m O AL
1itinols 3 ik 2 ! 0. F Yes Tes cs cs s
Indtans 2 1 D.R,F Yeos Yos AL AL AL
towa ] 2 D,R.F,8 Yas No cs cs cs
Konsas 3 4. 1 2 D.RF .M Yeos Yeos 18 AL AL
Kentucky ) . 2 1 D Yo Tos i abafes® ababcd®
Louistana 3 L] 2 1 D.R,F Yos Yoy LS F5 [
Maine [ 2 ' 3 D.R,F Yeos Yeos 1% AL A
Macy tand 1 2 ] 3 D.R.F No ) ~ 'S AL
Mossachusetts 2 L} ' 3 D.R Yes Yos LS cs cs
Michigen [ 3 H 1 0.A.F No No AL A AL
#innesots X DR F Yos Yos ALCL MN.A. AL,CL
Nississipp! 2 4 { 2 o Yos Yeos s cs cs
issourt 2 1! 3 W D.AFO% No ™ Automated Mtomated Automated
Montane 2 t 3 D.R,F You No 18 AL AL
Nebraska 3 ! 2 W O.R.F Yos Yos AS A5 AL
Neveda ] 3 1 2 D,R,F Yoo Yoo L o cL
Mow Hampanire \ 3 2 ORF [ Yes (13 cs cs
Now Jersey 1 L} 3 2 0.R,F Yo You CL,LL o cL
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TABLE A1 tcontinued)
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Renking of Methods Used in the
Establ ishment ot Frawd Cislws (06,00)

Use of Menagement
Review of Declsion

Functional Levei of Statt Mpoulblo_—
for Notitying Household ot the Claim (Q6.08)

Disqualification Administrative Walver Fectors Entering Into the To Establish the Fraud
Criminal Consent Disqualitication of Decislon to Reter & Case LClalm (Q8,0%) Courte

Jurisdiction Prosecution Agresssnt Hear ing Hear ing for Prosecution (Q6.05) Fraud Non trewd Estadl 1shed Other Non treud
New Mexico 4 3 ' 2 DSR.F Yo Yo cs cs cs

New York ] L} 2 ) [} Tos You AL,CL,FL AL,CL,FL AL,CL.FL
Morth Cercline 2 2 1 X 0 No Mo w AL Automated
Onio 1 3 4 2 D,R,F No No cL o L

Ok | ahoma 3 1 2 D.ﬂ.",oz Yos No F$ cs cs
Oregon 2 W N D.R.F Yes Yos cs s Automated
Pennsyivanla H X 0,R Yoz Yeos cs cs cs
fhode Istand 4 3 t 2 0,R,F No No (&1 cs cs
South Cerctine 4 2 3 t 0.R.F Yeos Yos L a cL
South Dekots s . 2 1 D.R,F Yes You s o’ Y
Tonnessee 3 W 2 W D.R,F Yor You A AL A
Toxas 1 2 3 D,R,H Yot Tos [18 FL M

uran 4 2 3 1 D,R,F Yos Yos >N [~ 8 ct
Vermont 1 H 4 3 D.R.F Yas Yos LS F§ AL
¥irginia t 2 D.R.F Yes Yes CL,fL N.AL AL
VYirgin (slands 4 3 1 2 D.R,F No No LL [++] [+)]
Nasnington 2 3! 1 3! D.R no o A A A

west Virginls 3 i 2 I\ 0 Yos Tos Ls cs s
Wisconsin X )] No No X8 H.A, AL
wyori np 3 2 1 D.F.S Yos Yes ({8 [»] A

KEY: Ranking: (-4 = fenking of smthods by frequemcy of ume
X = Method used, but mot Renked or
only sethod that wes used

N.A, = Not sppliceble,

Factors Entering Declslon:

D = Dollar Amount Functional Level:
R = Repeat Ot fender

F = Flagrant Yielation

S = Strength of Evidence

H = Age/Health of Cilent

M » Fraud in Muitiple Progrems

© = Other

"he Disquallfication Consent Agreement snd Wniver of Haaring are a single process In this state,
Prosecutor's Intersat, time, end/or avaiisbie funds for pursuing Food Stesp fraud.

’AH casas sre referred for prosecution.

“this refers to » clales consuitent In the local office rather than & speciailized clales unit,

Inactive cases only,
Active caves omly.
TState Adwinistrative Disquelitication Hearing Unit,

A = Agency

C = Clalms/Collsctions Unit
F » Fraud/inveatigation uste
L = Lagel Authority

0 = Other

For eech of The sbove,
code whether If Is

L = Local/County

0 = District/Region

S = State
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TABLE A.12

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROCESS BY WHICH ARRANGEMENTS ARE MADE

WITH THE HOUSEHOLD FOR THE PAYMENT OF THE CLAIM, BY STATE

Table of Contents

Functional Level of Staff
Responsible for Arranging
for Payment of the Claim (Q7.00)

Frequency with Which

Fraud Yollow-up Demand Minimum Number Methods (Other than Demand
Court~ letters are Mailed of Demand Letters Letters) Used to Notify

Jurisdiction Estebliehed Other Nonfraud (Days) (Q7.03) To be Mailed (Q7.05) Hougehold of a Claim (Q8.00)
Alabswa L AL AL ¥o_schedule v,ne-" L
Alaska Ps Fs cs 302 4 )
Arizona cs cs Ccs 30 3 B,P
Arkansss LS cs cs 303 9 :
Colorado AL,LL L cL 30 3 ».P
Connecticut L8 s cl,cs 0 3 I
Delaware cs,Ls cs cs o 3 L
District of Columbia Ls cs cs 30? 3t L,p
Florida cp,LD cb 1] 30 3 B
Georgla l.si FS AL Varies® 165 P
Guan ¥s s Fs No schedule 1/veries®/3? P.H
Hawaii ¥s AL AL 30 No standard B
Idaho co,r0 ¢, F0 AL 30 3 B.P
Illinois AL ,CS AL ,GS AL,CS No schedule 3
Indians LL AL AL 30 No standard None
Iowa c8 cs cs k| 4 B
Kansas ,1D AL AL 90 5 None
Kentucky L8 AL,CL,CS AL,CL,CS 10 3 P
Louisianas LS FS (] 30 3 B,P
Maine L8 Ls AL No schedule 1 None
Maryland AL AL AL 30 3 L
Massachusetts s FS,L§ cs 30 436 None
Michigan AL AL AL k) 3 None
Minnesots CL N.A. cL k] No standard B
Mississippi AL AS AL 30 3 None
Hissouri |44 FD AL 0 5 B
Montana L1, AL AL 30 3 None
Nebraska AS AS AL 0 /28 None
Nevada i (=R cL 30 . No standard P
WNev Haupshice 44 cs cs No achedule No standard | 4
New Jersey AL,LL AL AL 30 1/1/3 L,P
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TABLE A.12 (continued)

Functions! Level of Statt
Responsibie for Arrangling

for Payment of the Clsim (Q7,00) Frequency with Which
Fraud Follow~up Demand Minimum Number Methods (Other than Demand

Court- Letters are Malled ot Demsnd Letters Letters) Used to Notify
Jurisdictlion Estsblished Other Nontraud (Days) (Q7,03) To_be Malled (97,05) Household of ® Claim (08,00)
New Mexico cs cs cs 30 variest B,P
New York AL,CL,FL,LL AL,CL,FL AL,CL,FL 30 3 None
North Carollina AL,LL AL AL 30 3 B,P
onlo cL cL cL 30 veries! P
Oklahoma Fs cs cs 30? Vertes?:’ H
Oregon cs cs cs 30 344119 B
Pennsylvenla ts NoA, cs 30° 3 )
Rhode Vsland Ls s cs 30 2/2/Variest® None
South Carollna LL cL AL,CL 30 Varies! P,
South Daskota LD co co 30 Varl-s‘ P
Tennesses LL FL AL 30 4 None
Texas L FL AL, CL 30 varies! None
Utah cs Ccs cs 30 3 8,P
Vermont is Fs AL 30 as3n® 8
Yirginta CL,FL NoA, AL 30 1/1/No standarg® P
¥irgin tsiands Lo cD co 30 3 None
Washlington LS [ AL 30 4 P
West Virginis LS cs cs No schedule 4 P
Wisconsin LL N.A, AL 30 3 None
Wyoming L AL,CS AL No schedule Vartes! None
KEY: Functional Level: A » Agency Methods: B = Bllling notlice

C = Clalms/Collections Unlt L s Lete payment letter

F « Fraud/lnovestigation Unl?t P = Phone calls

L = Lagal Authority H = Home visit

I » In~-office interview

For esch ot the above,
caode whether It is:

L = Local/County

D = District/Reglon

S = State

N,A, * Not applicabie,
'Tnls refers to 8 clalims workers In the local office rather than a speciai claims unit,

This refers to nonfraud clialms only, there Is no fixed schedule for traud claims,

This reters to fraud clalms oaly, there Is no flixed schedule tor nontraud clalms,

Depends upon the dollar value of the clelm,

This refers to clalms due to agency error only, there I's no standard tor clalms due to household error or ftreud clalms,

The first tiqure refers to fraud clalims, the second to nonfraud clalms,

This reters to nontraud claims only, there ls no standard tor fraud clalms,

The tirst tigure refers to fraud claims, the second to claims due to household error, and the third to claims due to agency error,
No demand fetters are mallied for trasud cialms,

O EB N O e wN
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TABLE A, 13

ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS USED IN PURSUING DEL INQUENT CLAIMS, BY STATE

Table of Contents

Alternative Ranking of Alternative Collection Methods Used (08,01)
Col lection Cheracteristics of Case Functionat Level of
Methods Tex Privste that Incresse the Likell-~ Statt Responsible for
Are Used Retund Property Collection Credit Civii hood of Pursult through inltiating Alternative

Jurisdiction (Q8,01) Intercept Liens Agency Bureau Actions Other Alternative Methods (Q8,04) Collection Methods (08,02)

Alabama No

Alaska Yos x! No polley CS,FS

Ar i zona Yeos 3 X X 1 No gollcy cs

Arkansas Yes 1 3 0,0 CS,FS

Colorado Yos 2 No pollcy CL

Connectlicut Yos 4 | No pollcy on,Cs,LS

Delawars Y-s6 1 52 F.L, Cs,Ls

District of Columble Yes x3 F,L,1,0 cs

Ftorida Yo X No pollcy Automated

Georqgle Yos X All cases pursued Automa ted

. Guam No

Hawal No

{daho Yos ! Mo pollcy [»3]

111 inols Yos 2 1 LN ] cs

indlane Yeos 1 F,E,0 AL

{owa Yeos 4 2 0D cs

Kansas Yes 1 No policy AS,FD

Kentucky Yos X F,L,D AL,CS

Loulslans Yes 2 F.L.D.Og AS,CS

Malne No No pollcy

Mary | sad Yos \3 A1l cases pursued FL’

Massachusetts You X No pollcy cs

Michigan Yeos X All cases pursued cs

Minnesota Yes 3 2 No pollcy AL

Mississipp! ]

Missouri Yoss 2 3 F Fo,L0

Montans Yes 1 2 No poilley

Nebraska No (=]

Nevada Yos 3 £,E,L,1,0,0° cL

New Hempshire Yos® 2 P,F,L,D Fs

New Jorsey Yeos X No pollcy CL




Table of Contents
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TABLE A.l4

Table of Contents

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROCESS FOR CLAIM SUSPENSIONS, BY STATE

Functional Level of

Existence of a
Claim Review Process

Claims Responsgibity for to Determine Which Claim Suspension Decisions

Are Claim Suspension (Q9.07) Claims Are Eligible Are Reviewed By
Jurisdiction Suspended Fraud Nounf raud for Suspension (QY.01) Higher Level Staff (Q9.18)
Alabama Yes AL AL Yes No
Alaska Yes FS cs Yes No
Arizona Yes CS cs No No
Arkansas Yes FS Ccs No Yes
Colorado Yes CL CL Yes Yes
Connecticut Yes Ccs cs Yes No
Delaware Yes Cs [ Yes No
District of Columbia Yes! Ccs Yen No
Florida Yes CcD [o)] Yea Yes
Georgla Yes Automated Automated No No
Guam Yes FS FS Yes No
Hawaii No
Idaho Yes CcD CD Yes No
Illinofs Yes cs cs No Yes
Indiana Yes AL AL No No
Iowa Yes cs cs Yes No
Kansas’ Yes Automated Automated No Yes
Kentucky Yes Ccs cs Yes No
Louisiana Yes FS Ccs Yes No
Maine Yes 5 AL Yo Yes?
Maryland Yes AL AL Yes Yes
Magsachusetts Yes cs cs Yes No
Michigan Yes Ccs cs Yes No
Minnesota Yes AL,CL AL,CL Yes Yes
Mississippi Yes cs cs Yes No
Migsouri Yes Automated Automated Yes No
Montana Yes Cs cs Yes No
Nebraska Yes AS AS Yes No
Nevada Yes AL AL Yes Yes
New Hampshire No
New Jersey Yes CL CL Yes Yes
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TABLE A.14 (continued)
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Functional Level of

Existence of a
Claim Review Process

Claims Responsgibity for to Determine Which Claim Suspension Decisions

Are Claim Suspension (Q9.07) Claims Are Eligible Are Reviewed By
Jurisdiction Suspended Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension (Q9.01) Higher Level Staff (Q9.18)
New Mexico Yes Ccs [+ Yes No
New York Yes AL,CL,FL AL,CL,FL Yes Yes
North Carolins Yes AL AL Yes No
Ohio Yes CL CL Yes Yes
Oklahoma Yes Cs cs Yes No
Oregon Yes Ccs cs Yes No
Pennsylvania Yes AS AS Yes No
Rhode Island Yes Ccs cs Yes No
South Carolins Yes CL CL Yes Yes
South Dakota Yes Ccs Ccs Yes Yes
Tennessee Yes AL AL Yes Yes
Texas Yes cs AL,CL No No
Utah Yes CL CL No Yes
Vermont Yes AL AL No Yes
Virgionia Yes CL,FL CL,FL Yes Yea
Virgin Islands No
Washington Yes Cs Cs Yes Yes
West Virginis Yes cs cs No No
Wisconsin Yes AL AL DK Yes
Wyoming Yes? cs cs No No
KEY: Functional Level: A = Agency

1
2
3

C = Claims/Collections Unit
F = Fraud/Investigation Unit

For each of the above, code

whether it fa:
L = Local/County
D = District/Region

S = State

Fraud claims are not suepended.
This response is for fraud claims only.
Claim suspenaion is very seldom used.
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TABLE A,V5

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROCESS FOR CLAIM TERMINATION, BY STATE

Table of Contents

Length of Time Reasons for Clain
Suspended Clalm Carrying Suspended Determination
Functione! Level of Carrlied on Books Clalm on Books Decislons Are
Claims Are Responsibii ity for Prior To Termination Beyond Requlred Reviewed By
Jurlsdiction Terminasted Clalm Termination (09,13) (Years) (09,16) Three Years (09,17} Higher Level Staftf (Q9,18)
Atsbama Yos Autometed 6 N No
Alaska Yes CS,FS 3 No
Arlzone Yes cs indefinttely L No
Arkansas No Indefinitely L
Cotorado Yeos oL 3 Yes
Connecticut Yeos cs 3 No
Delavware Yes cs lndo“n"oly/l' c No
District ot Columbia Yas cs 3 c No
Floride Yes (¢4} >3 ] Yes
Georgla Yos Autometed 1078’ L No
Guam You FS 3 No
Hawal | "’
| deho Yos 2] 3 No
i1ilnols You cs tndefinltely [ Yes
Indlana Yos A Indat Inttelyss) c No
towa . You [~ 4 L No
Kanses Yos AS 5 c Yos
Kentucky You cs Indetinitely s No
Loulislana Yos Autometed 3 No
Maine Yo cs 3 No
Marytand Yos A 3 Yeos
Massachusetts Yos s 3 Yes
Michigan Yos LB 3 No
Minnesota Yes AS 3 Yes
Mississippl Yeos [ 3 No
Missour} Yeos Automated 3 No
Montans Yeos cs 3 No
Nebraska Yes AS 6 [ No
Nevada Yeos [» 8 3 Yos
Hew Hompshire Vdo3
Mew Jorsey Yes a > 32 N Yes
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TABLE A.1% (continued)

Table of Contents

Length of Time Reasons for Clalm
Suspended Clalm Carrying Suspended Detarminetion
Functiona! Level of Carrled on Books Claim on Books Declisions Are
Clalms Are Responsibliity for Prior To Termination Beyond Required Reviewed By
Jurisdiction Torminated Claim Termination (09,13} (Yenrs) (09,16) Three Yesrs (9,17) Higher Leve! Statt (09,18)
New Mexico Yeos Automated 3 No
e York Yos AL,CL,FL > ¥ N Yos
North Carollns Yes Automated 3 No
Ohlo Yes cs 3 Yos
Ok t showa Yos ] 3 No
Oreqon Yos Automated 3 Yes
Pennsylvania Yos Automated b ) No
Rhode Isiend Yes cS 3 No
South Carciine You AL {ndefinitely L Yes
South Dakote You cs 3 Yeos
Tennesses You AL Indefinltely L Yeos
Toxas Yosu Automated L c No
Utsh Yos [~ 3 Yeos
Vermont Yos AL Indefinitety A Yos
VYirginla You AS 3 No
washington Yos cs 3 Yes
West Virginie Yes cs tndefinitely S No
Wisconsin You Automated 3 Yeos
Wyoming Yoy [+ 4 L Yes
Virgin istends no’
KEY: Functional Level: A = Agency Reasons for Carrying: A = Audlt purposes

‘Tho tirst figure Is for fraud clalms, the second for nonfraud claims,
The length of time 8 suspanded claim Is carrled varles across the state,
There is also no suspension of claims,

C = Cleims/Collections Unit
F » Frowd/investigations Unit

For each of the above, code

whether it Is:
L = Locel/County
D « District/Reqlion

S = State

L » Legal requirements
$ = Shortage of staff/resources
C * Qontloued pursult of clalm
N = No speclfic resson
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TABLE A.16

ROUGH PROFESSIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS 8Y STATE

Exi sf-onc. ot

Table of Contents

Reasons Protessional Estimates ot the Percentage of (Q10.06)

o Backiog of for the Claim Clailm Referrais

Overissvances Backiog of Identitied Referrals that tor Suspected Estobl (shed

ond Claims to Over issuances Over|ssuances Result in Fravd that Result Claims for Which Establ ished Clalms

be Processed and Claims That Result in Estabi | shed in Estabi ished Some Collections That Eventually
Jurisdiction (Q10,08) {Q10.08) Cialm Retferrals Claims Fraud Clalms Are Made Become Del inquent
Alabama Yos 5,L 50 50 n 25 50
Alaska Yos! P x x 10 63 30
Arizona Yos S 60 90 ] 70 70
Arkansas Yeos S.L X 2.8 2% [ 3 60
Colorado Yos s.D 95 90 60 17 20
Connecticut Yeos S,L 100 % 87 70 15
Delaware Yos S.L oK X x 0K 0K
Olstrict of Columbla Yes P 33 98 60 65 52
Florids Yes S DX 76 DX DX 50
Georgla Yas s .4 68 38 27 DX
Guam No DX DK L] b 3 30
Haws ! { Yes S,t 1.9 60 60 73 67
Idaho No o [0 4 oK o D
iHiinols No 100 100 10 25 10
indlana Yeos s.D o [+ 3 oK ox 8
lows Yos S D DK 93 70 25
Kansas Yes S,L 50 90 93 70 80
Kentucky Yeos S,L,P 100 ) o 0 50
Louislans Yos L 1 4 9 95 73 o
Maine Yes ] DX ox 20 K 15
Mary ) and Yos s,0 DX [+ 8 [+ DX 0K
Massachusetts Yos P 90 90 98 60 50
Michigan Yos N [+ 3 K oK 10 oK
Minnesota Yes S, 9 100 9 20 DK
Mississipp! Yes s DX 9 80 60 50
M)ssour| Yes S.p 100 100 90 60 80
Montana Yos! P x 100 0 60 40
Nebraska Yas s DX X 0K X DK
Nevada Yes S L 100 92 DK 70 30
New Hempshirs Yes P DK 60 60 50 60
New Jersey Yes H 92 98 33 66 73
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Existence of

Reasons

Protessions! Estimates of the Percentage of (Q10.06)

e Backiog of tor the Claim Claim Referrals

Over | ssuances Becklog of Ident it ied Referrais that tor Suspected Establ ished

and Claims to Overissusnces Over | ssuances Resuit in fraud thet Result Claims for Which Establ ished Ciaims

be Processed and Claims That Result in Establ Ished in Establ ished Soms Collections That Eventually
Jurlsdiction (Q10,08) {Q10,08) Clalm Referrals Clalms Froud Ciaims Are Made B Del inquent
New Masxl|co Yos S,L 100 100 a3 40 40
New York Yos S 100 100 n 15 90
North Carolina Yeos N x o o DK o
Ohlo Yeos $ DK [+ 8 75 80 60
Ok | shoma Yes 5,0 98 50 95 35 70
Oregon Yoo S 0K o 25 X 25
Pennsyivanis Yeu R oK o 12 1 9 DX
Rhode Istand Yos P 9% 99 15 % 10
South Caroline Yes S,L.R 85 85 30 ] 50
South Dakota Yos N DK 99 80 30 50
Tennesses Yoo S.L 43 100 o 100 » 8
Texas Ho DX D DK [+ § 0K
Utah Yes s.R oK 98 35 o 80
Vermont No oK 100 9% 40 DK
virginila Yos §,L x > 3 DX » 3 s 3
washington Yeos L,P 1.9 0.8 87 70 30
West Virginla Yas $,L 86 52 Dx ox 63
Wisconsin Yos S,L X x [+.3 ki o
Wyoming Yeos R 9 9% 90 33 [+ 3
Virgin Islands Yes N oK o DK D D

KEY. Reasons for backlog.

Se
L=
Pa
Da
Re
Ne

Shortage of statt/rescurces

Cialng are tow priority

Process Is siow tor fraud cases
Lack of date processing cspabliities
Limitations on recoupment/weak reguiations

Mo specitic reason gliven

DK = information not evallabie at time of Interview,

'Backlog Is ot suspected freud and fraud cisims only,
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ROUGH MEASURES OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CLAIMS

COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE, FY 1985

Claims Claims Claims
Established Collected Collected for
for Each $100 for Each $100 for Each $§100
of Issuance of Claims of Issuance
in Error Established in Error
Jurisdiction (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars)
Alabama 9.55 44,70 4,27
Alaska 18.95 32.30 6.12
Arizona 11.38 39.80 4,53
Arkansas 14.50 48.50 7.03
California 19.15 32.01 6.13
Colorado 10.95 29.99 3.28
Connecticut 15.98 31.59 5.05
Delaware 22.10 28,79 6.36
District of Columbia 11.00 17.31 1.90
Florida 14.64 35.64 5.22
Georgia 12.87 45.84 5.90
Guam 15.62 68.75 10.74
Hawaifi 73.07 22.02 16.09
Idaho 11.72 57.21 6.71
Illinois 16.13 10.79 1.74
Indiana 9.56 38,35 3.67
Iowa 17.79 58.90 10.48
Kansas 16.99 39.86 6.77
Kentucky 6.04 48.73 2.94
Louisiana 4.67 40.59 1.90
Maine 16.23 41,97 6.81
Maryland 28.29 12.95 3.66
Massachusetts 15.20 37.97 5.77
Michigan 10.86 25.76 2.80
Minnesota 7.81 15.88 1.24
Mississippi 17.03 17.46 2.97
Missouri 26.42 32.74 8.65
Montana 8.90 51.93 4,62
Nebraska 16.37 36.05 5.90
Nevada 47 .40 55.53 26.32
New Hampshire 20.85 55.29 11.53
New Jersey 39.05 33.36 13.03

A=34
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Claims Claims Claims
Established Collected Collected for
for Each $100 for Each $100 for Each $100
of Issuance of Claims of Issuance
in Error Established in Error
Jurisdiction (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars)
New Mexico 13.44 15.44 2.07
New York 8.58 28.94 2.48
North Carolina 16.98 59.06 10.03
North Dakota 17.34 52.08 9.03
Ohio 12.00 29.09 3.49
Oklahoma 7.08 44.15 3.12
Oregon 20.56 47 .86 9.84
Pennsylvania 11.91 17.32 2.06
Rhode Island 12.81 14.60 1.87
South Carclina 11.84 63.18 7.48
South Dakota 20.53 58.21 11.95
Tennessee 17.82 35.52 6.33
Texas 12.54 43.39 5.44
Utah 18.90 41.16 7.78
Vermont 15.33 32.29 4.95
Virginia 13.37 54.41 7.28
Washington 23.40 22,93 5.36
West Virginia 8.27 48.37 4,00
Wisconsin 10.18 50.25 5.12
Wyoming 12.84 30.87 3.96
Virgin Islands 10.39 30.71 3.19
Median Value 14.64 37.97 5.36

SOURCE: FNS, State Tables of Activity Ranking, Plus (STAR+), April 1986.
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LU VRS S e W N S N B

CLAIMS SYSTEM
STATE CENSUS INSTRUMENT

MODULE 1: AGENCY ORGANIZATION

This interview is divided into ten sections which focus on such issues as the
organization and administration of the claims process, the methods used in
monitoring overissuances and claims, and the policies and procedures for identifying
overissuances, establishing claims and collecting payments on claims.

I would like to begin by asking you about the organizational structure of your
state's claims process. Can you give me a brief overview of the organization of the
claims process within your state?

NOTES:

In organizing this discussion of the claims process, we have identified six steps or
stages. In order to be sure that we are (both/all) talking about the same things, I
would like to briefly summarize those stages for you.

The first stage we have identified is the claim referral process. We view this as
including the detection of the overissuance and the formal steps by which the claims
process is initiated.

The second stage of the process we have identified 1s the claim investigation. This
stage would include the calculation of the total amount of the overissuance, the
determination of the nature of the error (i.e., administrative error, inadvertent
household error, or intentional program violation), and investigation into the
circumstances of the error.

The third stage of the process is claim establishment. Claim establishment for
nonfraud claims would include the decision to collect on the claim and the process
by which the client is informed of that decision. For fraud claims, claim
establishment would include the decision to use prosecution, administrative fraud
hearings, disqualification consent agreements, or a walver of hearing to confirm the
allegation of fraud and the process used in setting up the framework for collecting
on the claim.

The fourth stage of the claims process is the collection of payments on the claim.
This would include setting up the claim for repayment, the use of demand letters,
and the procedures for tracking claim payments and recoupments.
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The fifth stage of the claims process is the follow-up activities used for
delinquent claims. This stage includes the identification of delinquent claims and
the use of alternative collection methods, such as wage garnishment or tax refund
intercepts.

The final stage of the claims process which we have identified is claim suspension
and termination. This stage includes the identification of claims which are
eligible for suspension and termination and the processes whereby those actions are
taken.,

Are these stages clear to you and do they make sense as a framework for discussing
the claims process within your state?

EMPHASIZE THE NEED TO USE THE STAGES AS WE HAVE DEFINED THEM IN ORDER TO BE
CONSISTENT IN OUR DESCRIPTION OF STATE SYSTEMS.

NOTES:

STAGE 1: CLAIM REFERRAL

STAGE 2: CLAIM INVESTIGATIONS

STAGE 3 CLAIM ESTABLISHMENT

STAGE 4

COLLECTION OF PAYMENTS

STAGE 5: FOLLOW-UP FOR DELINQUENT CLAIMS

STAGE 6 CLAIM SUSPENSION/TERMINATION

..

B-2
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For each of the stages of the claims process, where is responsiblity for the

day-to—day operation of that function? That is, at what organizational level

THAT APPLY.)

NOTE:

LOCAL AND STATE OFFICE.

8e

Ce

€

f.

Claim referral?
FRAID
NONFRAIID

Claim investigations?
FRAID
NONFRAUD

Establishment of the claim?
FRAID
NONFRAUD

Collection of claim
payments?

FRAID

NONFRAUD

Followup activities on
delinmquent claims?
FRAID
NONFRALD

Claim suspension and
termination?

FRAID

NONFRAUD

are the activities related to that stage carried out? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL
PROBE FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FRAUD AND NONFRAUD.

A REGIONAL OR DISTRICT OFFICE IS AN ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL BETWEEN THE

REGIONAL

LOCAL R OTHER
FIELD QDUNIY DISIRICT STATE STATE OTHER
OFFICE OFFICE OFFICE  FSA  AGENCY ( SPECIFY)

1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1

1 ) 1 1 1

1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1

For those components of the claims process which are operated on the local agency
level, we would still like as much information as you have available. 1In answer-
ing questions on areas in which there 1s variation in the system across the
state, we will want to know what is done for the majority of the state caseload
and how the approach varies for the remainder of the caseload.
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1.01 Is any part of the claims process for Food Stamps integrated with the
claims processes of other assistance programs, such as AFDC, Medicaid, or
GA?

NOTE: AN INTEGRATED SYSTEM IS ONE IN WHICH THE SAME STAFF UNIT HANDLES
CLAIMS FOR THE FSP AND THE OTHER PROGRAM(S).

YES..000.00.0‘0.0.0.ola.'oo.-lc--oonc.oool

NO"."...D(GO TO MODULE 2)..'.0..‘.'.00!0

1.02 Which other programs are integrated with Food Stamps claims at the stage
of: (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

OTHER
AFDC  MEDICAID  GA (SPECIFY)
a, Claim referrals? 1 i 1 |__J__J
b. Claim investigations? 1 1 1 |
c. Establishment of claims? 1 1 1 '__J__J

d. Collection of claim

payments?
RECOUPMENT 1% 1 1 |
OTHER METHODS 1 1 1 ]

e. Follow-up activities on
delinquent claims? 1 1 1 l

f. Claim suspension and

termination? 1 1 1 l__J__J

*IF FSP AND AFDC RECOUPMENT ARE INTEGRATED, ASK--How is recoupment for
Food Stamps and AFDC linked? (PROBE: IS RECOUPMENT HANDLED BY THE SAME UNIT,
THE SAME STAFF, AND/OR THE SAME AUTOMATED SYSTEM?)

NOTES:

B-4
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MODULE 2: ADMINISTRATION CONTROL

There are a variety of ways that an agency can manage the claims process. We are
interested in the management methods used in your state. 1In answering these

questions, the focus should be on the most common approach used within your
state.

2.00 Does your agency produce routine summary reports (other than the FNS-209)
which assess how well the claims system is working?

YESO-c...00.0000........l.....o.!n.'.ooc.l

NO.‘O..O.....(GO TO 2!02)..00..00.0.00!0.0



2.01

Do those summary reports include reports on activities Table of Contents

stages of the claims process? That is, are there summary reports
concerning:

(IF YES, ASK) How frequently are those reports prepared? Who receives the
report? (MULTIPLE ANSWERS ARE POSSIBLE FOR "WHO RECEIVES?".)

REPORTS?
YES NO FREQUENCY? WHO RECEIVES?

a. Claim referrals?
FRAUD 1 0
NONFRAUD i 0

be Claim investigations?
FRAUD 1 0
NONFRAUD 1 0

c. Establishment of claims?
FRAUD 1 0
NONFRAUD 1 0

||

d. Collection of claim payments?

FRAUD 1 0 . | . I
NONFRAUD 1 o |_I_ I
e. Follow-up activities on
delinquent claims?
FRAUD 1 o || . ‘___ |
NONFRAUD 1 o i__ O
f. Claim suspensions and
terminations?
FRAUD 1 o |_|_ . __l_
NONFRAUD 1 o | _1_ D
CODES FOR FREQUENCY CODES FOR WHO RECEIVES
1. LESS THAN MONTHLY OFFICE (NON-CLAIM UNIT):
2. MONTHLY 3. LOCAL
3. QUARTERLY 4. DISTRICT
4, SEMI-ANNUALLY 5. STATE
5. ANNUALLY
6. IRREGULAR CLAIM UNIT:
7. OTHER 6. LOCAL
7. DISTRICT
8. STATE
FRAUD UNIT:
9. LOCAL
10. DISTRICT
11. STATE
16. OTHER
(SPECIFY) (SPECIFY)




2.02

2.03

2.04

2.05
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Are the relevant workers provided with training specifically related to
the claims process?

YES.O...Q00-loc.0000.--.---.0..0.‘00.1

NOI‘I.(GO TO 2.05)"000n'o.o't.'.l.ooo

Does this training in the claims process include:

FRAUD NONFRAUD
YES NO YES NO
a. Training for new hires? 1 0 1 0
b. Scheduled refresher training for
existing staff? 1 0 1 0
c. Retraining as needed (for example,
following a rule change)? 1 0 1 0

Where is the emphasis placed in the training? (PROBE: 1Is it in detecting
overissuances, fraud investigations, or techniques for following-up
delinquent claims?)

NOTES:

Are there written manuals available to the staff which provide detailed
information on the policies and procedures of the claims process?

YES'--Q.O.....'l.lll.......l...’."..l
NOO.Q.Q.IIQ'..O...'..O...........l..'o
Do you have any time limits which control how long workers have to

complete the processing of cases?

YES..0.'.........0..l........’....l..l

NO..OO(GO TO MODULE 3)..0000....0!.0‘0



2.07 Are there established time limits for:

(IF YES, ASK)

de

Making claim referrals?

FRAUD

NONFRAUD

Completing

What are those time limits?
able to process within those time limits?

claim

investigations?

FRAUD

NONFRAUD

Establishing the

claims?
FRAUD

NONFRAUD

Completing

activities

delinquent
FRAUD

NONFRAUD

Suspending

FRAUD

NONFRAUD

follow-up
on
claims?

the claim?

TIME LIMITS?

NO

B-8
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What percent of cases are you

NOTES:

PERCENT
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MODULE 3: CLAIMS MONITORING

Now I would like to talk with you about the processes and procedures that you
have for monitoring overissuances and claims. Again, the focus will be on the
most common approach if there is variation across the state.

3.00

3.01

3.02

3.03

Is any part of the claims process within your state automated?
YES...Otb..l‘..o.n.o.l.-a.oca.-a.o.--l
NO..O.'...!‘.(GO TO 3'09).'.‘0"'....0

Does the automated part of your claims process cover the entire state?
YES.-...Q0.0.(GO TO 3.03).'...0.0..'.1

NO..'.....l..0..‘.....0.".'.'.....0‘0

What part of the state is covered by the automated component of the claims
process?

PERCENT OF CASELOADsesvvesvsaes

-

PERCENT OF LOCAL OFFICESe.csacens

NOTES:

Is the certification system in (your state/ that part of the state with an
automated claims process) also automated?

YES.Il....‘..O....‘..Q.'C‘....C.l..l.l

NO...Q.‘.....(GO TO 3.05).."........0

B-9



3.04

3.05

3.06

3.07
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Is the automated claims process integrated with the automated
certification system?

NOTE: AN INTEGRATED SYSTEM IS ONE IN WHICH THE SAME DATA BASE IS USED FOR
BOTH THE CLAIMS AND CERTIFICATION PROCESSES.

YES.--l.no...co.-.oo..QooQQuO'lQi!i'..o..o.o-oooolocl

NO.:.."O..'OJ'....-.--'0.t'.Oo..ocnooco.-loontoo-ooo

Does your automated system calculate the amount of the overissuance?

FRAUD NONFRAUD
YESQ‘..0..‘0.'0.'.0.‘...lll!!l.l......‘.l 1
NOs++ (GO TO 3.07 IF "NO" FOR BOTH)sos.s..0 0

How far back does the automated system permit the overissuance to be
calculated?

MONTHS....-...-In-Qnoo'.'.0000.0000.'0!!.0.'—. | l

Are the calculations and deductions for recoupment automated? Does the
system generate demand letters?

NOTE: WE ARE NOT CONCERNED WITH WHICH AUTOMATED SYSTEM DOES THESE
FUNCTIONS. (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

YES MO
RECOUPMENT:
FRAUD ¢ eoosesossosocsncsssssessssssnssasncesl 0
NONFRAUD ¢ esosseoscsanossseossanscasssssasal 0
DEMAND LETTERS:
FRAUDceeasssosvscsacsanconsocsssssssscsssscascl 0
NONFRAUD e essesesesssossssostsasaasosssasassasl 0

B-10



3.08

3.09

Do you maintain an automated history for the:

ae

Dates of actions taken on overissuances

and claims?
DATES OF ALL ACTIONS
DATE OF LATEST ACTION
OTHER

(SPECIFY)

Table of Contents

Dates of claim payments through recoupment?

Dates of other types of claim payments?

Date of claim suspension?

FRAUD NONFRAUD

YES _NO YES NO
10 10
10 10
10 10
S O I B B
1 0 10
10 10
10 1 0

Do you have an established process (either manual or automated) for

tracking individual overissuances and claims?

YESIO.II'.Q.IQ..'..Q..I'.O'.O!O.l

NO..O.(GO TO 3011)...00..0..'.000




3.11
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Does your process for monitoring claims include the tracking of:

(IF YES, ASK) Is the tracking automated?

be

Cs

f.

h.

Computer match hits?

Other apparent overissuances?

Claim referrals?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Claim investigations?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Established claims?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Claim payments?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Suspended claims?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Individuals disqualified
because of fraud claims?

TRACKING?
YES NO
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
i 0

AUTOMATED?
YES NO
1 0
1 0
1 0

0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
i 0
1 0
1 0
1 0

Do you flag the files of households with overissuances or claims which

require actions by the agency?
workers that a household case needs further attention?

That is, is there a system for signaling

YESI.l.....'l..............-l..l...l.'l

NOO.Q'(GO TO 3-13)ooot.l.ltolnociobioo
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3.12 For which types of cases do you have flags?

(FOR EACH TYPE, ASK) Are the flags automated? Who is alerted by the
flags? (MULTIPLE ANSWERS ARE POSSIBLE.) Are the flags permanently
attached to the case; that is, are they carried on the records of
households that are no longer participating in the program so that the
flags are visible to staff if the household reapplies?

FLAGS?  AUTTOMATED? PERMANENT?
YES N0 YES N0 WHO'S ALFRTED? YES N0
(N I O
O
I
JJ ]
(I
O

QODES FOR WHO'S ALERTED

FRAUD REFERRALS

NONFRAUD REFERRALS

CASES WITH ACTIVE CLATM BALANCES
CASES WITH DFLINQUENT CLAIMS
CASES WITH SUSPENDED CLAIMS

[ T~ S SR = R S
o 0O O O © o
e T R
—_— 0 O O O O ©
b bt b b Rt e
o O O O O O

(SPECIFY)

OFFICE (NON-CLAIM UNIT):
3. LOCAL

4, DISTRICT

5. STATE

GLAIM UNIT:
6. LOCAL
7. DISIRICT
8. STATE

FRAUUD UNIT:
9. LOCAL
10. DISTRICT
11. STATE
16 OTHER

(SPECIFY)

3.13 How do you identify applicant households which include members who have
been disqualified from the program because of a fraud claim?

NOTES:

3.14 Do you produce routine reports on the status of individual cases with
overissuances and claims? ‘

YES'...II....‘..‘.'..0..O.....l..."'l

NO....(GO TO 3.16)‘.....l.......l..l.o

B-13
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Do these reports include status reports on individual cases with:

(IF YES, ASK) Is the preparation of these reports automated? Who receives
these reports? (MULTIPLE RESPONSES ARE POSSIBLE FOR "WHO RECEIVES?".)

REPCORTS? AUTOMATED?

YES NO YES  NO WHO RECEIVES?
a. Claim referrals?
FRAUD 10 1 0 I T I T
NONFRAUD 1 o 1 0 T I
b. Established claims?
FRAUD 1 o 1 0 I
NONFRAUD 10 1 0 S O
¢c. Delinquent claims?
FRAUD 10 1 0 S I T T
NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0 S T T

CODES FOR WHO RECEIVES

OFFICE (NON-CLAIM UNIT):

3. LOCAL
4. DISTRICT
5. STATE
CLAIM UNIT:
6. LOCAL
7. DISTRICT
8. STATE
FRAUD UNIT:
9. LOCAL
10. DISTRICT
11. STATE
16. OTHER
(SPECIFY)

Do you have an established process for aging overissuances and claims,
that is, a process for sorting and reporting on overissuances and claims
by their ages?

YES-.o'la..-.oo.-uo.o.lo-.oolo.loc.ono.o.l

NOoooooncvcco(GO TO MODULE 4)-..-.-.0..-00

B-14
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3.17 Does your process for aging overissuances and claims involve keeping track
of the ages of:

(IF YES, ASK) What is the starting event? 1Is the aging automated?

NOTE: THE "STARTING EVENT" IS THE EVENT WHICH IS USED AS THE BASIS FOR

AGING.
AGING? STARTING AUTOMATED?
YES NO EVENT? YES NO
a. Apparent overissuances? 1 0 L__L__I 1 0
b. Claim referrals?
FRAUD 1 0 . 1 0
NONFRAUD 1 0 1 1 0
¢c. Claim investigations?
FRAUD 1 0 1 0
NONFRAUD 1 0 1 1 0
d. Delinquent claims?
FRAUD 1 0 I 1 0
NONFRAUD 10 i 1 0
e, Suspended claims?
FRAUD 1 0 1 0
NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0

CODES FOR EVENT

1. DETECTION

2. REFERRAL

3. ESTABLISHMENT
4, FAILURE TO PAY
5. SUSPENSION

6. OTHER

NOTE: 1IF THERE ARE ANY "OTHER" STARTING EVENTS DESCRIBE BELOW, INCLUDING
LETTER (a-e) INDICATING ITEM TRACKED.

B-15
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MODULE 5: CLATM INVESTIGATIONS

Moving on to the stage of claim investigations, I would like to ask you about the
processes for the calculation of the overissuance amount, the determination of
the nature of the error, and any investigations into the circumstances of the
errors Would you briefly describe the process for investigating fraud and
nonfraud claims used in your state?

NOTES:

5.00 Who is generally responsible for the decision to refer an overissuance
case for fraud investigation? (CIRCLE ONE.)

ELIGIBILITY WORKEROo.oooooi'ct'.lo..o.oolloooclonnonl
EW SUPERVISORC-..cooo..o.'cnloc...o.---..-.....o....z
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALO..A‘...000.llt.i........t'llcv.oo6

DISTRICT.--OO.....Q.J.QQIOOl..00..‘.0.0....0..'0...07

STATE.-l...l.clc.‘.......‘0.0'IOlllOlcc.oc.oo.t.cot.S

FRAUD UNIT: LOCALI..!...o..t.'o..o.o.c.0000000000009
DISTRICTQQQQoollllIOQ-o.-o.....‘.ll..'.cc"o.oo.c.olo
STATE...'.l..00.'.....0.......'.'..‘..O....llll...lll

OTHER.0..0.0...-00.‘Q....'Oolc...o..o.to.lo.-.oool.16

l

(SPECIFY) |

S

5.01 At what stage in the claims process is that decision typically made?

IN CONJUNCTION WITH CLAIM REFERRALevssssesccesecccssl
AS PART OF INVESTIGATION FOLLOWING REFERRALesessvose?

OTHER'..C.....l.....l.'...'........'.....'..'.'.....3

l

(SPECIFY)

5.02 What percent of overissuances are referred for fraud investigations?

PERCENT--.nooooooooo.c-o-aoo...n.t-no--ooooo.o‘

l

_
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5.03 There are two broad categories of claim referrals: referrals for nonfraud
errors and referrals for suspected fraud. Does your state place more
emphasis upon the investigation and establishment of fraud claims than
upon the investigation and establishment of nonfraud claims? IF NO, PROBE
FOR WHETHER THE EMPHASIS IS THE OTHER WAY--NONFRAUD OVER FRAUD CLAIMS.

NO DIFFERENCE.'.C......IC.I..(GO TO 5005)0.!00000'0.1
FRAUD OVER NOI\TFRAUD'QQOOc.o..l'o.lol00000!0000'010002
NONFR.AUD OVER FRAUD..QIOOl...o.l00.."....00-'.....03

5.04  Would you tell me about your state's emphasis for claim investigation and
establishment and the reasons behind those policies?

NOTES:

5.05 Who is generally responsible for investigating the circumstances of the
overissuances for nonfraud cases? For cases of suspected fraud? (CIRCLE
"1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER..........‘......ll
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALecsecesesvnnnnseadl
DISTRICTe¢esasvscsscocecel
STATEceseosssnssssencesl
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALeuesssosssocnccanel
DISTRICTcesecessnsccencel
STATE e esveesoscesvnnal

OTHER.0..'.....'.‘.l.ll...l....ll...l

[ L e

(SPECIFY) [ | |

5.06 What is the policy for investigating how far back an overissuance
existed? PROBE FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FRAUD AND NONFRAUD CASES.

NOTES:



5.07

5.08

5.09
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Is the overissuance amount calculated for every case in which there is an
overissuance or do you dismiss some cases before doing the work-up?

FRAUD NONFRAUD

ALWAYS CALCULATED..(GO TO 5.09 IF "1" FOR BOTH)seeessesesl 1
NOT ALWAYS CALCULATED.'."'CI......'........l..........'.o 0

When is the overissuance amount not calculated? PROBE FOR DIFFERENCES BY
FRAUD AND NONFRAUD CASES AND BY ACTIVE AND INACTIVE CASES.

NOTES:

How far back do you go in calculating the amount of the overissuance?
(CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

FRAUD NONFRAUD

TWELVE MONTHS.-o..'o'..o'oo..o.oo....o.00.00!'.1 1
FULL AMOUNT WITHIN SIX YEAR LIMIT.esssccecvsessl 2
3

OTHERQI.l..oo..ll‘cu......."o..'-ooc-l.'..l..l3

(SPECIFY) |11 1|

How extensive is the investigation of the actual circumstances of the
household versus their reported circumstances? That is, does the
investigation include searching for other possible sources of error and/or
fraud in addition to that which has been discovered?

FRAUD NONFRAUD

YES...0.0..'.O..O."........0......'...'...l.‘l'.....“‘.l 1

NO..QQ..D..I-...Q..o‘.'..o..o..o..'o."..a..c..o.o'oo...co 0

NOTES:
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5.11 Focusing on nonfraud cases, what steps or methods are typically used in
conducting an investigation of a nonfraud case?

(FOR EACH METHOD USED, ASK:) Is/are (METHOD) always used? (IF NOT ALWAYS
USED, ASK:) How often is/are (METHOD) used? What (does its/do their) use
depend upon?

USED? ALWAYS? PERCENT
YES NO YES NO OF CASES
NOTES

CASE FILE REVIEW 1 0 1 0 L1

IN-OFFICE INTERVIEW 1 0 1 0 |1

HOME VISIT 10 1 0 ]

THIRD-PARTY CONTACTS 1 0 1 0 1

OTHER 10 1 0 |

( SPECIFY) 1|

5.12 Are there established policles or procedures for determining which of the
claims referred for nonfraud errors will be most actively pursued
(INVESTIGATED) prior to claim establishment? This would include any
policies for prioritizing cases when there is a backlog of claim referrals

to be processed?

YES..COO...ouoonl.oooo.llo'l'lIOOQOCCQI.'...o..cloo.cooo.l

NO.‘O..“'IQOOOOOCOO.(GO TO 5-17)...0.0.oooloo.cc.oo'o'too

5.13 In setting up these priorities for nonfraud cases, what characteristics of
a case would increase the likelihood of that case being pursued
(INVESTIGATED) prior to claim establishment? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL
ITEMS.) PROBE FOR ANY DISTINCTION BETWEEN PA AND NPA HOUSEHOLDS.

YES NO

AGE OF CLIENTI-II.....‘...Q.‘C."..C.......‘...l...l
PA HOUSEHOLD......ll.l....'--....".l.....'....'...l
HOUSEHOLD ERROR..'.'.‘....l'l.l.."....‘.....I...'.l
RECENT ERROR'..C.‘0......0.'.....I..l.....".'....ll
ACTIVE CASE.......'..'I......‘...0.0.I...Oll.'...‘.l
LARGER DOLLAR AMOUNT.ccevcsccccccccsnssassssssssscal

OTHERl...l.....‘.....'...'."l..‘....‘l‘....lllll..l

ococoocooo I

(SPECIFY) |
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5.14 What are the reasons behind these policies?

NOTES:

5.15 How is the prioritizing of cases done? PROBE, IF NEEDED--Is there a very
structured scoring of cases based on the dimensions you listed or is it a
more informal process intended to provide only general guidelines?

RIGOROUS SCORING.0...0...'..--..0...ol."-lto...!o.cl
GENERAL GUIDELINES.Q.....C..(GO TO 5.17)0000000.00002
OTHER.0o-.oo-.coocto-ooclcuo(co TO 5.17)00-.000-0...3

(SPECIFY) Ll

NOTES:

5.16 Is this scoring of cases automated?

YES-.Ol..c.l..oo..ooa.ooooo...lllo.a..oo...0.0000'..1

No.--ocoltoaOlu0000to'nQ.'Q'..n.t..o.otnnnoi"."llco

5.17 At the conclusion of the investigation of nonfraud referrals, who general-
ly makes the decision that a claim should be established? (CIRCLE "1" FOR
ALL THAT APPLY.)

ELIGIBILITY WORKER«¢eseescsossosscoscssccscossnannsssel
Ew SUPERVISOR...“‘............‘..“.'......‘.......1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALtesveocevsaoscccocsssssesscsscsansl
DISTRICT ceosesencoseossoscccsctsresssossl
STATE cescasensnccncsscsssssnasssssnseael
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL¢soeescosocsvscscesonnsovocesnsensel
DISTRICTeassacssssccsseanncscssssscesncel
STATE ececsceccossssncsssossessssesssnceal

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR.'............‘.l.ll.“...l

OTHER.....QO...Cn'll..0000..0....o....c.noo'oloo.oool

( SPECIFY) |
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Now let's talk about cases of suspected fraud.

What steps or methods are typically used in conducting an investigation of
a case of suspected fraud?

(FOR EACH METHOD USED, ASK:) 1Is/are (METHOD) always used? (IF NOT ALWAYS
USED, ASK:) How often is/are (METHOD) used? What (does its/do their) use
depend upon?

USED? ALWAYS?  PERCENT

YES  NO YES NO  OF CASES
CASE FILE REVIEW 1 0 1 0 |
IN-OFFICE INTERVIEW 1 0 1 o 1
HOME VISIT 1 0 1o
THIRD-PARTY CONTACTS 1 0 1 0 L]
INTERVIEW WITNESSES 1 0 1 0 [ ]
FORENSIC INVESTIGATION 1 0 1 o0 L
OTHER 10 10 || |

(SPECIFY) L]

Are there established policies or procedures for determining which of the
claims referred for suspected fraud will be most actively pursued
(INVESTIGATED) prior to claim establishment? This would include any
policies for prioritizing cases when there 1s a backlog of claim referrals
to be processed?

YESC.0....0-...oc-iloo...oo...o...c.l

NOO!..(GO TO 5.24)00..0.-0;-....-0.-0
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5.20 In setting up these priorities for suspected fraud cases, what
characteristics of a case would increase the likelihood of that case being
pursued (INVESTIGATED) as suspected fraud prior to claim establishment?
(CIRCLE "1 OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.) PROBE WHETHER ANY EMPHASIS ON PA OVER
NPA HOUSEHOLDS.

YES

AGE OF CLIENTeseeoscscccssevacncal
PA HOUSEHOLDessoeosososccsocoracel
MORE RECENT ERRORsccecesvesssscoel
PARTICIPANT HOUSEHOLDssssesecceseel
LARGER DOLLAR AMOUNT:esssesnssvcesl
QUALITY OF EVIDENCEs:csaacssoeeseel
REPEAT OFFENDERcceccccncoassscscel
FLAGRANT VIOLATION:.eccesessscccsel
OTHER:ssseovosssosonccasccosansssl

OO0 O0ODOOCO0O |§

(SPECIFY) ]

5.21 What are the reasons behind these policies?

NOTES:

5.22 How is the prioritizing of cases done? PROBE, IF NEEDED--Is there a very
structured scoring of cases based on the dimensions you listed or is it a
nmore informal process intended to provide only general guidelines?

RIGOROUS SCORING.C‘II‘...C.....OO...'].

GENERAL GUIDELINES:+s+¢(G0O TO 5¢24)c.42
OTHER’.I..........Il.l(GO TO 5.24).‘.3

( SPECIFY) [ | |

NOTES:

5.23 Is this scoring of cases automated?

YES"Olll.....lil.OO..Q‘.CII.....!I.OI

NOQ...‘.O..Ilo.c..c..o'.-.o..t.c‘o.-oo
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5.24 Who is generally responsible for the decision to pursue a case of
suspected fraud as a fraud claim? That is, who determines that a
particular case merits the extra effort required to confirm the fraud
allegation?

(CIRCLE ONE.)

ELIGIBILITY WORKER:cceosecoscoseneveel
EW SUPERVISOR:sscccsossccccossscssasnel
CLATMS UNIT: LOCALevesossscvcssossssehd
DISTRICT.eceeaseoccnscene?
STATEeoecessccccscosscesed
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALccessocovssevvssseed
DISTRICTecesnsesasesesall
STATEsseseveosssssssveall
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTORecceaceeesl2
OTHER.eoesvssssooosssssssssnsecncssslb

(SPECIFY) L

P

5.25 What factors enter into that decision? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)
YES NO
AVAILABLE STAFF TIME....‘....‘O..l O
STRENGTH OF EVIDENCE:eessassescsesl 0
OTHER‘..'....'......‘..l.‘ll."..l 0

( SPECIFY) R

5.26 How is a fraud referral handled after it has been decided not to pursue
that case as a fraud claim?

PROCESSED AS NONFRAUD CLAIMecccocsssal

OTHER..---.-‘.-n....o..---o--...o...oz

(SPECIFY) [ 1 ]

B-24



Table of Contents

MODULE 6: CLAIM ESTABLISHMENT

The next stage of the claims process to be discussed is claim establishment.
Would you give me a brief overview of the processes for establishing a claim?

NOTES:

6.00 For cases of suspected fraud, how would you rank the following claim
establishment methods in order of their frequency of use?

USED
YES No  RANKING
a. Fraud prosecution 1 0 ‘__J__J
b. Administrative fraud
hearing 1 0 |
c. Disqualification
consent agreement 1 0 L__L_J
d. Waiver of hearing 1 0 I__J__J

6.01 How are decisions made about which of these methods will be used to
establish a fraud claim?

NOTES:
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6.02 What are the important factors (characteristics of the cases and
characteristics of the system) in the decision? PROBE FOR ROLE OF
PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE IN THE DECISION AND NATURE OF ANY AGREEMENT WITH THE
PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE.

NOTES:

6.03 Which cases are referred for prosecution and why? (CIRCLE “1" OR "0" FOR
ALL ITEMS.)

YES NO

LARGER DOLLAR AMOUNT.ccocscccsecsl
REPEAT OFFENDERccesscsevsscencnaansl
FLAGRANT VIOLATION«csoeeessveceaal
OTHERO...‘l..........".....'..l.l

(@ R Nao o)

_

(SPECIFY) [

NOTES:

6.04 Prior to the establishment of the fraud claim, how are the overilssuances
due to suspected fraud handled?

NO ACTION TAKENcesesocveosreseesaceneel
OVERISSUANCE IN 12 MONTHS

PRIOR TO DISCOVERY

PROCESSED AS NONFRAUDeecooscosnceons?

OmERQO.....'.I....I....l‘lll......'.B

(SPECIFY) bl
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6.06

6.07

Table of Contents

Earlier we talked about the decision to establish a claim for a nonfraud
referral and the decision to pursue a case of suspected fraud as a fraud
claim. TIs there a process whereby management or staff at a higher level
review these decisions?

NONFRAUD FRAUD
YES0.000on-t000000..o'.oo..oiii.oooooo.c.o.noo..‘o.oo..t..oo-l l

NO....(GO TO 6.08 IF NO ("0") FOR BOTH NONFRAUD AND FRAUD)...0 0

Are all decisions reviewed, or only a random sample of the decisions, or
is some other method used for selecting which decisions to review?
(CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD
ALL ACTIONS.l'...'.'......'."........1 1
RANDOM SAMPLE..eesseevvveanssasancnses? 2
OTHER ¢ e essosessccovcsssssasnescsssscscel 3

(SPECIFY) || -

Who is responsible for reviewing the decisions? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT
APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER«eceossessvrosssacescessnsl
EW SUPERVISORsctccsnsesoesossssnscenscnsesl
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALc¢scevescccesscssvscecssseel
DISTRICT...'.ll‘.............l
STATE..'I'..‘O.'.'III'..I.I..I

FRAUD UNIT: LOCALsvsseccscssvsosacccccnonel
DISTRICTsseeesscrosevsvcccssssl
STATEsecossssesssssessssesccnel

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR:scecoccsssccessal

OTHERI!IO..Q..‘..l.‘..I.O.‘.‘...Q.....'.Q'l

[ e el o e T o T T T S R gy vy

(SPECIFY) |___| f 1
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For nonfraud claims, who is responsible for notifying the household of the
claim (i.e., mailing the demand letter or arranging for the demand letter
to be mailed)? And for fraud claims, who is responsible for notifying the

househoid of the claim? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

NONFRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKERe¢soeoovesssosscensl
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALc¢sesssesocessaccash
DISTRICTeeoccccvvcosons/
STATEeesecssavossacseee8
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL:cseesescaosacsaae?d
DISTRICTeeeeseescceaeell
STATEeeeoscescnsccssasll
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTORe.scosseel?
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATEececeacesseosl3
AUTOMATED SYSTEMeeesssescscancosoesal5
OTHER: e ccssscesonsscnassavssscssseeld

(SPECIFY) |
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MODULE 7: COLLECTION OF PAYMENTS

I would now like to talk with you about the policies and procedures for recover-
ing the claim once collection actions have been initiated. This stage of the
claims process——claim collections~~includes setting up the claim for repayment,

the use of demand letters, and the use of recoupment. Would you briefly describe
the way your state's collection process works?

NOTES:

7.00 Who is generally responsible for making arrangements with the household on
the payment of the claim? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

FRAUD FRAUD
NONFRAUD { COURT) (OTHER)

ELIGIBILITY WORKEResecoasasoeseaseaal 1 1
CLATIMS UNIT: LOCALccecessovsssscocash 6 6
DISTRICTassecescscsenasl 7 7
STATEecoesscsaassosssese8 8 8
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALccsvevcoscscscnasssd 9 9

DISTRICTeeseessccecesall 10 10
STATE.sseoscecsssscsaell 11 il
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR:ssesseeal2 12 12
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATEesesvossesassl3 13 13
PROBATION OFFICEscassscscscanccacssld 14 14
OTHER¢eeosessncssctvovcescacssscsaslh 16 16

(SPECIFY) ]
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7.03

Table of Contents

Who has responsibility for identifying households which fail to respond to
the initial demand letter? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKERecoeoseosvosossnecal 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL:cesesssvocssscsssh 6
DISTRICT..I.OC...O.....7 7
STATEs essecescenneseees8 8
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL.'.O..'.....""..g 9

DISTRICTe¢essvsssacessll 10
STATEceesecseecsessncnell 11
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR«ssseassel2 12
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATEcsscesscceosel3 i3
PROBATION OFFICEscecsoccccssosoeseelds 14
OTHER ¢ esessooscesanacsscsassansacnselbd 16

(SPECIFY) 1] |

What are the policies and procedures for handling cases where the
household does not respond to the initial demand letter? PROBE FOR
DIFFERENCES IN HANDLING OF IHE, IPV AND AE CLAIMS.

NOTES:

How frequently are follow-up demand letters mailed to households once the
claim is established? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD

FRAUD ( IHE) (AE)
MONTHLY'...'..‘O..O.........QO"I 1 1
NO FIXED SCHEDULE¢eeecescesccssse? 2 2
OTHER.l......C000000'0.0000000003 3 3

(SPECIFY) L ||
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7.04 Is there some standard for how many letters are mailed if the household

does not respond?

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD
FRAUD (IHE) (AE)
YES.‘...'I'....'....'.....l..ll 1 1
NO-.-.(GO TO 7006)0..0.-.0--0.0 0 0
7.05 How many letters are mailed?
NONFRAUD NONFRAUD
FRAUD (IHE) (AE)

LETTERS«ceussasssssoasssan|

NOTES:

7.06 Under what circumstances is the househocld's food stamp allotment reduced

through recoupment? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NOT ROUTINELY USED.....II.IIIIC‘...'.I
AGENCY ERROR IF CLIENT CONSENTSecessel
HOUSEHOLD ERRORI........“...00.‘....1

FRAUDO!0.00'.0...........0‘l.....ooocl

OTHER..OCC.......'............l...‘..l

{SPECIFY)
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MODULE 8: FOLLOW-UP FOR DELINQUENT CLAIMS

I would now like to talk with you about the follow-up activities used by your
state for delinquent claims.

8.00

8.01

What methods (other than demand letters) are used to notify households of
delinquent claims? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

FRAUD

NONE......CQI..O...'.l.l...l'l..'...l

MONTHLY BILLING (SEPARATE
FROM DEMAND LETTER)eescscesscssecsl
PHONE CALLS..'....'...l.......'..'..l

OTHER...l....ll............0..0.0..01

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD
(IHE) (AE)
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1

(SPECTFY) N O SR NS [ MR S B

Which of the following alternative collection methods are used? How would
you rank the alternative collection methods used in order of their
frequency of use? Can you tell me the approximate number of cases for
which each collection method was used in FY 19857

IF YES,
RANKING

ASK--
NUMBER

USED?
YES NO
a. Tax refund intercept 1 0
b. Wage garnishment 1 0
c. Property liens 1 0
d. Small claims court 1 0
e, Private collection agency 1 0
f. Credit bureau 1 0
g« Other 1 0
(SPECIFY) I

1|
I

S O P A I

IF NO ALTERNATIVE METHODS USED, GO TO 8.08a.
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8.02 Who generally makes the decision to initiate alternative collection
actions against households which fail to make payments on their claims?
(CIRCLE 1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER¢seeoeeesceovescoonsscnscsnocnsaesel
EW SUPERVISORecsscesococesccesvesccosesnnnsesnsssnssl
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALc¢essesocscsscvescasnscassnnssnsnssl
DISTRICTeeeescsnnsecevesnonssssscansasl
STATE+sesscescesveocsncsasssssscscccnel
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL«¢coosvssossssosssscascssensessssal
DISTRICT ecsseacesscacsconcassosessncanal
STATE...OIIl.l.‘.......'.!l".l.’.....l

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE.QQ..O.........-o;-......lt.l-l

OTHERl....'...'.l".l".lQCl'.0..0.....“.."......1

Pt e ot et b et ek ot et

(SPECIFY) || |

——— e

8.03 Are there established policies or procedures for determining which cases
are pursued through the alternative collection methods?

YES-ll..llll.....'.cooiloonl.oo...lool

NOII..(GO TO 80083)00lo.ooooctoo.ol"O

8.04 In determining which cases are to be pursued through alternative
collection methods, what characteristics of a case increase the
probability of that case being selected? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL
ITEMS.)

YES NO
PA HOUSEHOLDoevossosossessascnoal
FRAUD CLAIM...O.'...‘...........1
OLDER ERRORc¢secsscosoccsonsoscnsl
OLDER CLATM.isenccoosooscoceveosel
LONG TERM DELINQUENCY+eoasoeessasl
INACTIVE HOUSEHOLDsseeoscesscosel
LARGER DOLLAR AMOUNT.!..'Q'Q..O.I

OTHER..O..O.‘..............'..'Ol

[eNoNeNe e N o N o)

( SPECIFY) Ll

8.05 What are the reasons behind these policies?

NOTES:
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8.06 How is the selection of cases carried out? IF NEEDED, PROBE--Is 1t a very
structured scoring of cases based on the dimensions you have listed or is
it a more informal process intended to provide only general guidelines?

RIGOROUS SCORING...........‘.......‘.l
GENERAL GUIDELINES..(GO TO 8.08a)eees2
OTHER.-.-------.....(GO TO 8-088)--..3

(SPECIFY) |||

8.07 Is this sorting of cases automated?

YES..l.l.l.l...‘l‘..............l...ll

No....l.............I‘.........Cl..'.o

8.08a Who is responsible for monitoring the repayment of claims from households
when recoupment is used? That is, who is responsible for identifying
households with delinquent c¢laim payments when recoupment is used as the
collection method? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER¢ceoosvesssvencocsceel
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALecessasasoosessssscanel
DISTRICTssscsacscosscsceasl
STATE+esosessscacecvescneal
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALsssessscosssooscocsscsl
DISTRICTecescossssscossessl
STATE".I....I......0.0...1
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATEccceeooseoscesssesl

OTHER.....0..I.II'.'I.'....l...........l

P VU VT Y

(SPECIFY) |1 |
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8.08b Who 1s responsible (FOR MONITORING THE REPAYMENT OF CLAIMS) when lump sum

8.08¢c

or installment methods are used?

(CIRCLE "1™ FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKERescoocsocacvsscscessnsl
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL.....................l
DISTRICT¢ecscosccesscescsesl
STATE..............’......1
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALevecccncsosscsnesecensel
DISTRICTesecsscosssosssessl
STATE............’..‘.-..Il
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE..................I.

OTHER'...Q.C....'.l.'l.'.........l.l...l

(SPECIFY) L

IF NO ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS USED, GO TO MODULE 9.

bt it et et et et bt e

Who is responsible (FOR MONITORING THE REPAYMENT OF CLAIMS) when alterna-

tive collections methods are used? (CIRCLE "1" FPOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKEReveeovosooccoscnnseesl
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALsesseessccoscscosnsnasl
DISTRICTO‘l.l......‘......l
STATEscescessssessccnsacesl
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL.sesoesscosssssossscsl
DISTRICTeeessccesscossenssl
STATEsseosescossessssessnel
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATEescsosscosscssenesl

OTHERQ.llo'..ooc.u'..'!‘....cn-...oo..ol

(SPECIFY) |

o e N Sy

B
_
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MODULE 9: SUSPENSION/TERMINATION OF CLAIMS

Now, I would like to talk with you about how the agency reaches the decision that
it is no longer worthwhile to pursue an outstanding claim.

9.00

9.01

9.02

9.03

Who is generally responsible for identifying claims which should be
considered for suspension? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

FRAUD NONFRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKERe¢eoecocossssssonssassl
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALccossosossssssasssasnel
DISTRICTesesssssssssnsenssl
STATEe eesvvvsoseocssssescsl
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALssecssvesssssssssossel
DISTRICTeevesesoesncncsesel
STATEeeevssonssncsessessensl
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE«esesasnenrscosescel
AUTOMATED SYSTEMsceesasssoossscesanseesl

OTHER‘lOloo0-oo.l.ol.lol..‘ttoo'cu.l.o'l

Pt bttt et b et et i

( SPECIFY) l

e | eV ettt . et | e

Is there a review of delinquent claims to determine which ones should be
suspended?

YES'ooovuuoloo.oooo.oo.oo.l'vo-..colnl

NOO..'(GO TO 9.07)..'.0..0'...'.0.0..0

Would you describe this review process?

NOTES:

Is this review of delinquent claims automated?

YESIQl..I..I.‘“0.0.'.......‘..‘...'.1

NO.'.'.‘..l‘...'.'..0.........‘......0



9.04

9.05

9.06

Table of Contents

What percent of delinquent claims are reviewed and, of those claims
reviewed, what percent are suspended?

PERCENT REVIEWED. s 0600 0e S0 ECS

I

PERCENT SUSPENDED.eeeeseeeee| | | |

How effective is this review process in reducing the backlog of delinquent
claims?

NOTES:

Are there claims which qualify for suspension but are not suspended? (IF
YES, ASK) Why are they not suspended?

YES...l.....l..."..l..I....'...C....l

NO-.i'000'0o.o0'..0.-00.!0-00‘00..00'0

NOTES:
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9.08

9.09

9.10
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Who is responsible for determining that a claim should be suspended?
(CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

What 1is the process by which claims are suspended?

FRAUD NONFRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER«seoooessosceccsscrnsl
EW SUPERVISORessccessccsscasscccssoscesl
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALsceccccssssosscsosesh
DISTRICTeeencensssnssneos/
STATE.ssesevsesscesesances8

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL+ssecssssovsonsssaaseed
DISTRICTeeensasesssassesell
STATE.etseessssvscvonsesnsll

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATEccecsssssssassacel3

OTHER.O..IQCI.‘..l....'..'.......'c...l6

(SPECIFY) |

required in order to suspend a claim?

NOTES:

Do you have a procedure for reactivating suspended claims?

What documentation is

YESO0.0"...I'II.I....0..'!......0..'1

NO.-.I(GO TO 9.11)....0.0o.c-oltoooooo

Would you describe that procedure?

NOTES:
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9.11 Are there established policies or procedures for determining when
suspended claims should be terminated?

YES'0.....l'l.'.l.....ll...‘...t..'..l

NO'.O.(GO TO 9.13).----............--O_

9.12 Would you describe those policies and procedures? PROBE FOR REASONS
BEHIND THE POLICIES.

NOTES:

9.13 Who is responsible for determining that a suspended claim should be
terminated? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.,)

FRAUD NONFRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKERseeeooeesevvosccssceal 1
EW SUPERVISOResveceosssvssssssasessecesl 2
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALecsscsssccassassesesh 6
DISTRICTeascosvossssssess/ 7
STATE.eseesssssncnsssonsed 8
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALcsseesssosssscacsaeed 9

DISTRICTeesseesosseseeeall 10
STATEceoseosossnsescescell 11
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE«sesssescosessensll 13
AUTOMATED SYSTEMecevosovvooscesesesseeld 15
OTHER......CI'.."".0'.0'.0..'.....'.16 16

(SPECIFY) I R S N I

9.14 What are the criteria for terminating a suspended claim? (CIRCLE "1" OR
"0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

YES  NO
CLAIM SUSPENBED FOR3 YEARSI.......'.........I 0
OTHERCOQGOO.EQCl.........0..'.....".‘.....0.1 0
(SPECIFY) .
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9.16

9.18
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After claims have been suspended, do you ever keep them on the books for
more than three years?

YESI.I.l........0.'.Oi...IO'l.'......l.‘...........'l

NOI.‘.(GO TO 9.18)'......I..."...CCOCOI.IIII'IICQDOO
For how long do you generally retain suspended claims on the books?

INDEFINITELYO'QOoo000000.u.o......oll.o..oou.ODC!l‘99

YEARS'.'....l.0...."'0000.'0ll“...l......‘..

What are the reasons for carrying the claims longer than the required
three years?

NOTES:

Earlier we talked about the decision to suspend a claim and the decision
to terminate a claim. Is there a process by which management or staff at
a higher level review those decisions? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

YES MO
SUSPENDED:
FRAUD...'...'..0.......--...III....I.....l 0
NONFRAUD ceaooovsoscsscsscsosnssaseossvecal 0
TERMINATED:

FRAUD..Q..Q.ool.0.000000000000000000000001

NONFRAUD-‘.....-o.cco..o.-0000.00000000001

o O

IF ALL RESPONSES ARE "NO", GO TO MODULE 10,
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9.19 Are all decisions reviewed, or only a random sample of the decisions, or
is some other method used to select decisions to review?

ALL RANDOM
ACTIONS  SAMPLE OTHER (SPECIFY)

SUSPENDED:

FRAUD 1 2 3 |

NONFRAUD 1 2 3 .
TERMINATED:

FRAUD 1 2 3 L

NONFRAUD 1 2 3 .

9,20 Who is responsible for reviéwing those decisions? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH
COLUMN.)

SUSPENSIONS TERMINATIONS
FRAUD NONFRAUD FRAUD  NONFRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKERscesoeoesesel 1 1 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALscssosaoesseh 6 6 6
DISTRICTeeesseoee’ 7 7 7
STATEs eevessecese8 8 8 8
FR.AUD UNIT: LOCAL.'...Q.'!"IQ 9 9 9

DISTRICTeveeneeslO 10 10 10
STATEceeseeeseesll 11 11 11
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR...12 12 12 12
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE..eeseol3 13 13 13
PROBATION OFFICEccucsscsessseld 14 14 14
OTHER:essesassssnncsscccssssslh 16 16 16

(SPECTIFY) . |l | ||

B e B B B B
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MODULE 10: MAGNITUDE OF OVERISSUANCES AND CLAIMS

I would now like to ask you some questions about the magnitude of the
overissuances and claims problems that your claims system is addressing. If
possible, I would like information for FY 1985 in order to supplement the
information on your state's FNS-209 forms.

10.00 Do you maintain information on the number and value of overissuances
identified and claim referrals received in FY 19857

YESI-a.Ol.0'..00....'...'.0.0..00-00.1

NO.-..--(GO TO 10.06).‘.'000.0.0000.00

10.01 How many overissuances were identified in FY 1985? What was the dollar
value of these overissuances?

OVERISSUANCES..l..tlt...ll

SN S PO N Y P N S

DOLLAR VALUE.esaeoneesoeee| | | |y |t 1 1y 1

10.02 How many claim referrals were made in FY 1985? What was the value of
those referrals?

REFERRALS « s e aveanensesnees ||| 0y 0 b 0y |

DOLLAR VALUE.ssssssesssses] | | by L0 L 4y L 4|

10.03 Of the claims referrals that were made in FY 1985, how many were
established as claims in FY 1985? What was the dollar value of these
claims?

ESTABLISHED CLAIMS:ccecess

SN U S PO N N P O Y

S T P N N P B

DOLLAR VALUEIIDI..I.Q.....

10.04 Of the total number of claims that were established in FY 1985, how many
had any collections made in FY 19857 What was the initial value of those
claims? How much was actually collected?

CLAIMS WITH COLLECTIONS...| | | |, || | f, 14| |
INITIAL VALUE OF CLAIMS...| | | |, || | |, 11
DOLLARS COLLECTEDaeseseess| | | o | | | |, || | |
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10.07

10.08
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Many states have backlogs of cases to be processed at each stage of the
claims system. To help us get an idea of the time required to process
cases through the system, would you tell me the approximate number of days
required to complete:

de

b.

Ce

The claim referral from the

date the overissuance was
identified FRoM |__| | | To | | | | pavs

The establishment of a

nonfraud claim from the
date of referral FROM [__J__“L__I TO |___L__L__| DAYS

The establishment of a

fraud claim from the
date of referral FROM | _| | | To |__| | | Davs

What do you see as the reasons for backlogs of overissuances and claims
which need to be processed? What has your state done to address this

problem?

NOTES:

10.09 Finally, I would like some general information about the characteristics
of your PA and NPA caseloads. What percentage of the active households in
your PA and NPA caseloads have active claims?

PERCENT OF PA CASELOAD...ceevesecnconsooccnses| | |

PERCENT OF NPA CASELOAD..eecsoocecsssccocosses| | |
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10.11

10.12

Table of Contents

What percentage of the active households in your PA and NPA caseloads have
suspended claims?

PERCENT OF PA CASELOAD..I.Q..O....C........'.0l

PERCENT OF NPA CASELOA.D'.II........-l.........1

—_

What percentage of the active households in your PA and NPA caseloads are
repaying claims through recoupment?

PERCENT OF PA CASELOAD:eeseesceccsveccoanonaseal | |

PERCENT OF NPA CASELOAD-loa.....‘o....ol.cc.'.l

Finally, I would like a little information on the AFDC caseload if you
have it. What percentage of AFDC cases are repaying AFDC claims through
recoupment?

PERCENTCCIQ.CQ..'l...l.ll......‘."...l'..l...
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